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IRTRODUCTION

Some aspects of Utah's peach industry
Utah ranked nineteenth in the United States in ths production

of peaches for a ten year period 1940-48, producing 1.2 percent of the
national totals Peach production is en important part of Utah's fruit
industry. The 1961 peach ecrop estimated at 800,000 bushels, valued
at $1,520,000 represents 52 percent of the wvalue of all frult grown
in Utsh end 0.8 percent of the value of all agriocultural commodities
grown in the l‘hatt-—y

During the last 17 years the préduetion of peaches in the
United States has had a slight upward trend. Howsver, thers has been
considerable wariation from year to year. The smallest orop during
this period was in 1943 (42,761,000 bushels) and the largest in
1946 (86,643,000 bushels) a variation of 103 percent (appendix 1).

Annual production in nine statug'/ ineluding Utah that market
peaches about the same time and on about the same merkets has wvaried
from a low of 14,089,000 bushels in 1936 to a high of 29,298,000
bushels in 19486,

Peach production in Utah during this period wvaried froec a low
of 72,000 bushels in 1937 %o a high of 933,000 bushels in 1947,

being nearly 13 times greater in 1947 than in 1937.

1770.5, Department of Agriculturs. DBursau of Agricultural Boconmomios.
Fruits, produotion, farm disposition, walue, and utilization of
gales 1960-51. TWashington, D, C., July, 1952, page 51,

g/ These states are Arkansas, Illinois, Indiana, Miohigan, Utah,
Idaho, Oregon, Washington, Colorado, and Celifornia productiom
of freestone peaches.



During the laitylv yoars the Utah farm prices for peaches averaged
$0.09 a bushel moﬁ 'k:ban the ﬁﬁit’ad éta:haa average farm price for
peaches, but was $0,10 a bushel less than the average farm pﬂeo
per bushel for peaches in the nine states during this same periocd.

Ubah peaches are sold through a variety of marketing channels.
Part of the orop ia‘sold at roadside stards, part is peddled directly
to the consumer, or to local grocery stores. Rail shipments to
out~of=state marksti‘- are usually handled through produce brokers
or pfoduoars' marketing associations. Theze organizations marketed
40 percent of the crop in 1946. Processors purchase a small portion
of the orop for camning and freezing, while scme sales are made at
the farm to truckers who truck to ocutside ursaa.y Outeof-atate
shipments usually go into Arizona, Idaho, Wgoming, Nevaeda, Kansas,
Nebraska, Oklahoma, Migsouri, Iowa, Texas, North and South Dakote,
and Minnesota. On these markets the Utah fruit ocompetes with peaches
from central and northern Califernia, Coloredo, Idaho, Arkansas,
Il1linois, and India.na,.!‘/ On the local market Utah peaches occmpete
with those from Idahec, California, and Colorado.

It was estimated that of the 800,000 bushels of pesaches produced
in Utah in 1951, 435,000 bushels were shipped out of the state by
rail and trueck. Of the peaches shipped from the state, 792 oarlots
went by rail. The destination of 364 (46 percent) of the total

carlots shipped were rot reported.

:5/ Tarnest M. Morrison. Cost and returns from peach production,
selected oreas, Utah 1947. Utah agrioultural Experiment Statiom
Bul. 334, October 1945, Pe+Ee

4/ W. Preston Thomas and George T. Blanch. Marketing fruits and
vegetables in Utah. Utah Agriocultural Experiment Station Bul.
316, 1945 p. 31.



The peaches shipped by rail with known destination went to 42 oities
in 26 different stetes. Of these, 124 carlots or 29 perocent went
to markets east of the Missiseippi River, 293 carlots or 88 percent
went 40 markets west of the Mississippi River and east of the Roeky
Mountains, while 1l carlots or 3 percent went to California markets
(table 1).

Table l.- Carlots of peaches unloaded at principal markets from all
' producing areas and from Utah, 1961 1

Cariots Percentage
Total carlots from Uteh Utah unloads

Market unloaded unlosded were of total
Wamber of  Number of
cars cars Percent

Denvey, Colorado 185 6b 35
Kaneas City, Missouri 256 39 16
Chioago, Illinois 1,354 a7 3
Qmaha, Nebrasks 161 35 22
Milwaukee, Wisoonsin 368 28 7
Wichita, Kansas 92 24 26
Souix City, Iowa 90 17 19
8te. Louis, Missouri 383 18 4
Boston, Massasohusetts 228 16 7
Minneapolis, St. Paul, Minn. 589 14 2
Topeka, Kansas 91 14 18
Madison, Wisocnsin 126 11 9
Lincoln, Nebraska 65 10 16
San Antonio, Texas 38 9 26
New Orleans, Louisiana 72 8 11
Des Moines, Iowa 178 7 4
Houston, Texas 83 7 11
Los Angeles, California 13 7 37
Miami, Florids 30 8 16
Dallas, Texas ../ 6

e—

I/ A1%orn K. Lerson and Glen E. Casey, U, S, Department of Agrioulture,
Bureau of Agrioultural Economics. Carlot fruits and vegetables
from Utsh unloaded at named cities 1961, Office of state statistieian,
Salt Lake City, Utah, April 24, 1952

?/ Data not available,



The total carlot unloads at the wvarious cities is not a true
indioation of the supply of psaches available on that market. More
peaches are shipped by truok to some markete than others, hence the
carlot unloads can only be used as a rough guide in determing the
importence of Utah fruit on any partioular market. The data om
truck arrivals at these markets are not awvailable.

TUtah peaches ehipped to out-of-state markets must compete on those
markets with peaches grown in other areas of the United States, and
even on the loosl markets Utah peaches meet this competition.

Hence the price Utah growers receive for their peaches 1ls affected
by the volume of local production as well as production from competing
areas.

In oomparing the prices Utsh producers recsived for pesches with
the volume qf Utah prudﬁetion during the last 17ky!arl, prioces have
generally veried inversely with productiom 11 of the past 17 years.
There were some noteable exceptions to this relationship, partiocularly
the four years of 1938 to 1941 and the Lwo year period 1943 to 1944
(figure 1). .

This inverse relationship was not &8 notioesble when either
production in nine competing states or total United States production
was compared to the Utah farm price for peaches.

For exsmple, in 1937 the Utah peach orop was 87 percent smaller
than the 1936 crop. In the nine ocompeting states peach production
inoreased 26 percent and throughout the United States production
increased 23 percent over the previous year. The farm price of Utah

peaches was 184 percent greater in 1937 than in 19386.
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This indicates that the short supply of local psaches in Ubah had
‘s greater influence on Utah farm price of peaches than did the
level of iupply in other areas for that ysar. Similar relation~
ships existed in the years 1942,1946 (appendix 1),

On the other hand in 1938, with a 696 percemt incroase in the
Ubah peach orop, over the previous year, theres was a 8 percent deorease
in production in the nine competing states and a 10 percent drop
in United States production, The Utah farm prices for peaches dropped
to 60 percent of what they had been in 1987. A similar relationship
existed in 1947.

In 1940 when Utah production inoreased 6 percent over what it
had been the year before, production in the nine competing areas
deoreased 13 percent along with a decrease of 10 perosnt in national
produotion. However the priges of Utah peaches inoreased 7 percent
over what they sold for the previcus year. The inoreased prices
of the larger Utah peash orop during lgiolappoar to have been
primarily osused by the smaller peach crops in the nine competing
states and the United sfatos. But, peach prices in 1940 may have
also been influenced by the affeots of W. We II, whioch had started
in Burope. The United States had begun defense preparations, which
meant inoreased employment and greater consumer inoome, So with a
rise in the general price level there was oconsequently higher peach
prices. This war influence also ohangod‘thn prioce-production relatione
ships during the years 1941 to 1944 when faotors other than supprly

influenced the farm price of Utah peaches.



In each of the years 1942, 1948 and 1950 the peach crops in Utah,
the nine conp‘etiﬁg states and the United States were mﬁ_ﬂnr than‘
the crops had besn the year befores The Utah farm priou of pesaches
in these years were higher than they had been the previous ysar,
demonstrating an inverse relutiénship ﬁom enly betwsen Utah price
and production dbut alsc between production in competing areas and
Utah prices Under suoh canditions it is diffiocult to detarnino‘
which area of supply influenced Utah farm price for pesches the most.

Some other factors besides volume of peaches on whioch Utah produ-
cers compete with producers in other areas and over which individual
producers have some degree of control are wariety, size and quslity
of peashes, marketing season nnd type of pack used in marketing.

The producer has just one chance to choose the wvariety or
verieties of peaches he will produce. Once this cholce is made he
is held to it for a long time. It tekes from three to five years
for peach trees to came into commercial production and they usually
conbkinue to produce for 156 to 20 vears. The wariety the grower choses
will determine about when the fruit will mature, to some extent
the size, and various other characteristios conneoted with wariety
such as shape, color, flavor and ability to be shipped.

Quality of peaches can often be improved by spraying and dusting
the orohards to prevent damage to the fruit from insects andidiaeaQOt
Sorting and grading oan also influence quality by removing damaged or
over-ripe peachoi-

. The size of peaches can be varied by the producer who uses such

oultural practices as pruning, thinning, fertilizing and 1rkigation¢



The prodwoer has little eemtrol over the marketing seasone
It 1s tied rather olosely %o olimstic smmditions, He may be able
tolmsfhau the marketing seasom slightly by storing some of his orop
for two or thres weeks, This alternative is very limited.

Qnce the peaches are produced the grower has the alternatives
of packing the peaches in bushel buht;l, halfebushel lugs, or
me«third bushel cases.

- ¥hether the grower shooses to use or change any of these puetiéu
in & given ywar mey be in part based on forecasta of produwstion in
Rah aﬁd oompeting areas, and of future market conditions for his
fruite

During part of the 1951 marketing season, handlers of Utah
pesches were regulated by two marketing orders. One was a federal
marketing order dealing with interstate shipments, and the other was
a stats sarketing order Bmtrol.l:lng intrastate movements of peaches.
The Utah peach marketing order cammittee composed of elected peach
produsers snd handlers used the forecasts of sxpsoted peach
production as ome of the hasis for determining the regulationas to
issues cineerning the shipment end inspection of peaches for the
1561 marketing nium.

When the orders wers first issued on Augwsts 8, 1951, prior to
the harvesting seasen, they oontained regulations prohibiting the
shipment of peaches smeller than 1 8/4 inches in diameter and that
d4id not meet U, 5, No. 1 grade, snd provided that all peaches must
by inspected to determine if these requiremsnts had heen mt.-s-/

¥/ Taformetion Cor this seotion wam obtained from Hans Ce Less

regional fisld representative of the fruit and vegetable branch
of the Production Marketing Administration at Denwver, Colorado.



On September 6, 1951, about the middle of the marketing season,
the state peach marketing order was found to be unconstitutional because
of the lack of a referendum, and when the state department of agri-
eculture was throﬁonod with a lawsuit the order was rescinded.

The federal order regulating interstate shipment continued in effect.
It ocarried provision for inspection of all pesaches and limited ship-
ments to a Us S. No. 1 grade and to a size of 1 3/4 inch minimum
diameter.

The purpose of these orders was to restriot the scls of low
grade peachss in order that better guality peaches would be placed
on the mlecet and thereby improve the prices received by producers.

w‘hon‘the extent of the demsge from frost on the peach crop is
determined, near the first of July every year a forecast of expected
peach produetion is made by the U.S.D.A+'s Bureau of Agricultural
Feonomios and is published in The Fruit Situation.-s/ Other foreocasts
are made of expected production up until the time of harvest and the
ostimates are revised on the basis of new information available
that may modify the previous estimate. For 1951 the forecast ineluded
the expeoted produotion of the 36 states that produce pesches commero~
ially. A comparison of the forecasted production for 14 atatul/ that
market peaches about the same time as Utah fruit is sold inoluded four

states in the east, four in the midwest, and eight states in the west.

g/ Us8eDshe, Bureau of Agricult:ral Eoonomicss. The Fruit Situation.
June 1951 and June 1952 TFS~99 and 103, Washington, D. C.

7/ These 14 states were Maryland, Virginia, West Virginia, and
Pennsylvenia in the east, Indiana, Illinois, Miohigan, and Arkensas
from the midwest, and Colorasdo, Idaho, Oregom, Utah, Washington,
and Californis freestone production from the west.
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The estimate om July 1 indicated ¢ 25 persant larfer erop for the
four eastorn states than the sverspge, 1940«49, production had been
for %hose stntes, while peach production for 1561 in midwestern
states was to be only 28 peroent of the 1940-49 average for that
ares ( tadle 2 ).

Table 24~ Yeach production in 14 states th:t marketed fruit the seme

time as Uteh in 1951 including the swerage for 1940+49,
the anmal 1950, and the indicated and annual produstion

in 185h1,
Produokion

' ' reentage

July 1 1951 eatie~

astimate make is of
Skate 1081 19861 average

) ) i it I'W * ) )
buduh husiwlu bushels bushels FPeroent

Pentnuylvania 2,029 2,194 2,352 2,436 120
Naryland 563 563 478 711 128
Virginia 1,572 BS7 1,771 1,380 124
Fest Virginia 539 BET 581 872 125
Total eastern states 4,%'3 g,m ' m W 128
#ichigan 5,807 4,800 608 8T8 19
Illinods 1,670 1,118 224 182 12
Indiane 490 208 T2 54 1%
Arkensas o 2,208 1,080 1,044 - P00 41
“Fotel widwest VN Tl Lot Ll T H
Colorade 1,964 1,219 316 260 13
Idaho 318 41 380 220 70
Oregom 687 328 400 440 87
Ubnh 763 130 800 1,018 133
Washington 2,387 138 810 567 24
Cali fornia freestone 11 167 10,000 11,354 - 94
~Fobal wewtern stabes 17 256 11880 14 e
Total competing states 23,811 28,202 21,1 20,688 68
Total other areas €1.339 30,198 48,280 44,915 109
Total U. 8e 71,180 63,486 69,366 65,5387 92

Mo Se Uepartment OF Agrioulture, Suresu OF ALFLeultural HOONOMiGSs
The Fruit Situation, Jume 1961 TF8-59, June 1968 TF5=~103
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In the west, Colorado's peach crop, considered té be Utak's greatest
competition on the peach market, was farscast at 260,000 bushels or
only 13 peroent of the past 10 year average 1940-49., Washington's
orop was forecast to be only 24 percent of the 10 year average, and
Idaho, Oregon, and California all had a smaller than average orop
forecasts On the other hand Utah's peach production was sastimated at
33 percent above average. The total production for the six western
states was foreoast at 76 peroent of averages According %o the July
1 estimate the 1961 orop of peaches in the west and midwest was
forecast at only 69 peroent of the 1840-49 average.

In the 14 oompeting states, 1951 produotion was forecast to be
only 89 percent of the average and only 89 percent of the 1580 orop
which was considered a short crop for peaches.

However, the forecasted total produetion in the United States
indicated a emeiderably larger orop in 1§61 than in 1980. This
inorease in production was mainly in the southern states where
peaches are harvested in June and July. An inorease of over 1l
million bushels was forecast for these 10 southern states. This
inoresse amounts to 15 percent of the average 1940-49 total United
States production.

In 1951 becsuse of the short peash orop that was marketed by
the west, only 76 percent of the previcus 10 year average, and a
short crop in the midwestern states where a mejor portion of the
western peaches are marketed, Utah producers looked forward to better

than average prices for the large peach orop they sxpected to market.
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Despite the wery favorable ocutlook for Utah peaches in 1951,
the prioce dropped suddenly during the middle of the marketing and
harvesting season.

Many of the factors that may have had same influence on the
farm price of Utah peaches in 1951 were comsidered outside the scope
of this study. The price of psaches is a function of the supply and
demand for peaches at any given time and on any given market. Some
faotors whioh help determine demand inoclude the level of consumer
income, the national level of smployment, tastes and preferences of
comsumers, changes in population, 't'fha relative prices and availability
of substitutes for peaches and changes in technology. For the purpose
of this study the influence of demand on peaches was considered
onstant and only some of the factors of supply, controlable by the
_producer, wers studled.

According to the 1950 Census of Agriculture, peach trees were
reported on 4,814 farms and in all counties of the state except two.
Peaoh production in the state is conocentrated in Washington County
and along the base of the Wasatoh foothills in Box Elder, Weber,
Davis, Salt lake, and Utah Counties where about 98 percent of the
trees are. lacatod.g/‘rhn enterprise is most successful where air currents
protect orohards from early spring frosts. |

The peach enterprise on most Utah farms is small and often is

a part of a diversified orop or livestock type of farming.

§/ Us S Consus of Agrioultnro; 1950 Vol, I part 31 U. S. Déparment
of Commerce 1953, p. 86.
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Many pesach producers, partisularly near the industrial asreas, have
of fethe~farm employment to supplemont their income during slaok
ssasons of the years

The freestone varietiea of pesches are predominant in Utah.
The early end late Blberta varieties are most oommon, followed by
Jde He Hule and other leoss ocamon warieties such as lLate Crawford,
Halberta, Jolmson E,‘tm, folden Jubilee, Heath Cling, Rio Oso
Gem, and Grux‘thmw-g/

Produgers usually begin to harvest the peach orop during the
latter part uf“ July in Washington County and about a month later in
other arsas of the etate. i‘(élt of the peaches in the state are harvest-
od by the middle of September. The haryest period will vary slightly
depending on weather oonditions. |
| Peaohes are an extremely perishadle cammadity and, therefore,
mist be marketed soon after they are harvested. The producers in
Utah normally move thelir peashes through the marketing channels
88 soon as tiey are ploked rather than prolonging the sessom by
placing large percentages in storage. The degree of ripeness or
stage of maturity at which the fruit is picked depends scmewhat
én the length of time before it reaches the omeuwer. Ideally,
peaches for rail shipments are ploked when 'thny ars mature but
still firm, while those for loeal consumption are picked when they

are firmeripe.

87 A. L. Wilson and Ae L. Starke The frult tree situation in Utah.
Utah Agrioultural Bxperiment Station Bul. 279,1838 p. 11

166037
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Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to determine the affect certain
factors, over which the producer hed a degree of control, had upon
the prices received by growsrs for their peaches during the 1951
marketing season. Factors oonsidered are size of peaches, degree
of ripeness, when marketed, grade, variety, type of marketing oontainer
used, market channels, and area whers produced.
Review of litara'bufo

In 1929 a study was made by the New Jersey Agricultursl Experiment
Station on the New York City market. It determined why the price of
peaches on that partiocular market varied from time to time and why
the prioce varied for different lots of peachess It was found that
difference in supply was the principal cause of variation in price
over time., Other fasctors such as variety, size, type of peach, and
qunl.tty’ uausid variation between different lots of peaches sold on
the same d&}h!y

.

In 1946 the Utah Agrioultural Experiment Station published a
bulletin an frult and vegetable marketing in Utah whioch contained
a discussion of the problems involved in marketing the Utah
peach crop.

Using the prices at whioh peaches sell as a relative measure of
quality, it was found that Utah pesches on the out~of-state markets
wers in almest all instances inferior to the fruit from most other

oompeting areas on those markets.

0/ Barry Se Kantone Factors arfecting the prioe of peaohes in the
~ New York City market. Tech. Bul. 115, 1929.



This wae due to the size, pack, grade, or some other faotor that had %o
do with the way or the condition im whioh the Utah fruit was aent to
market rather than to its flavor or other somsumptive qnd:ﬂauow
In & recent study on comsumer demand for fruilt in Utah, now being
‘preparsd far publisaticn, it was found that among Salt Lake City, Usah
oonsumers the warious fruits are not good subatitutes for each other

and that the emsumer demand for peaches is relatiwely inelastie it

Primary data for this study were obtalned fram four different
sourcess Firat, records were cbiained from 77 peach producers for
the orop year 198l. Forty~six were from Utah County, 11 from
Teber County, and the remaining 20 from Box Elder County. No records
were vbtained in the southern peash produsing areas of ths state,
These localities were ohosen because they were considered represenative
of cunmtﬂtod areas of peash production. The number of records
taken in each area corresponds cleosely to their reletive importance
in poach production, comprising approximstely § persent of the total
pumber of growers in that sountys The total aores in farmland
operated by the peach produsers interviewed ranged from two to 800
ascres with an overall average of £2 aoress The average of all fruitland,
inoluding peaches, average 19.8 acres per farm. About 40 percent

of the total fruit zoreege of the farm.

TI7 Thomas and Blanoh ope oik, pe 11

12/ Ellis W, lembourn mnd Roics He Anderson. Consumer demand for
fruit in Salt Lake City, ¥tah, 194P=48, Utah Agrioultural
Exporiment Station unpubs hHul.
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About 40 peroent of the total fruit acreage of the farms in %hese
aress consisted of 'pvqanhu,k which indigated the relative importance

of the peach enterprise to all fruit in Utah.

Table S.= Farms surveyed in Box Elder, Weber, Utah Counties, 1951

Ttoms Box Elder Teber Utah Total
No. of farm 20 11 46 (&4
Average acres per farm 92.7 45 38.3 52
Average acres fruit per farm 19.4 10 22.3 189.8
Average acres peaches per farm 7.2 T 8.0 Ted

Average yield per aore (bushels) 247 199 198 207

The peach orcobhards wvaried in size from 2 to 45 scres with an
avorage of 7.4 acres (table 3). The average yield of peaches per
aocre was 207 bushels. |

The information was obtained from the producer by personal
interview and recorded on a form designed to assist in obtaining
information conoerning the sise, quentity, variety, grade, prices
received, and to whom peaches were sold, together with marketing
practices and problems and other related data. (appendix §)

The selection of orchards, was restricted to producers with
two or more acres of bearing trees. This ’ms done to limit the
study to oommerolal producers.

The siwmd source of primary data was the resords of four
prodnoer'l poach marketing assoccietions. An officer of each assoolation.

was interviewed and from their resords information was obtained on
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the quantity size, wariety containers used for the psacher handled
the aporiting oosts and the prioes paid and prices received for
peaches by that association during 1961.

Information was also obtained fyom the state and federal
inspection ocertificates for a najof portion of the rail shipments of
Utah peaches in 1951. 7The date of inspection, size, quantity, quality,

variety, and other pertinent data were obtained.
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PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

Faotors affeoting the price of peaghes

The peaches each producer marketed were reported as separate
lots on the basis of such fastors as grade, sise, degree of ripereass,
variety, to whom sold, and type of oontainer useds No attempt was
rade to list eash sale but only to group into lots those peaches with
similar characteristics. There was a total of 416 lots marketed by
the 77 producers or an average of 6.4 lots per producer.

The prices listed in this etudy are the net prices the growers
receiveds The cost of sontainers were deducted from the selling
price as were any commission charges whore peasches were sold through
8 broker or marketing essceiation.

It is recognized that othsr fagtors way have affested the price of
peaches othsr than those listed above, HNo attempt was made, however,
to0 asoertain thie assoclations It is further recogniszed that there is
an inter~factor relationship existing and that when an attempt is
made to hold the effect of ome factor constant, the effect of some
interrelated factors may also have a bearing on the results., Wherever

these seem t0 exist, attention is directed ¢to the amscolation,

S8isze of poaches, The warious lots of pesches were sorted

on the basis of the size of peaches that were marketed to determine
the effect aize had upon price. Size refers to the diameter of the

poach measured In inches or fractions of lnchoss



19

Esch olass of peaches based on sise containe peaches with
diameter not less than the class designation ranging up to the next
larger class designation. For example, peaches in the 1 $/4 inoh
class have diameters of ‘not less than 1 3/4 inches and ranging up
to 2 inches. Price was calculated as the net price per bushel to the
producer after the cost of the cantaiﬁer was subtraocted if the peéchol
were sold in containerss

Almost half, or 42 percent, of the total quantity of peaches
marketed were 2 inches in diameter while 40 percent were 2% or
larger, oﬁly 12 percent were 1 3/4 inches, and 6 percent were orchard
run (table 4)s

Table 4.~ The relationship of net priece to the size of peaches
marketed by 77 producers in Utah, 1961.

Sise
- . not
Item . Umit 18/4" 2v 2% %up sized Total

Number of lots No. 74 178 140 24 418
Average number of

bushels per lot Bue 184 280 3456 281 285
Peroentage of :

total quantity Porcent 12 42 40 6 100
Average net prige '

~per bushel ’ Dollars 0.90 1,77 2.14 1.33  1.77

A positive relationship between size and net price per bushel was
noted. As the size of the peaches inoreased, the average price per

bushel inoreased.
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The average net price increased from $0.90 per bushel for 1 3/4 inoh
peaches 4o $1.71 for 2 inoch peaches and to $2.14 for 2% inch and |
larger peaches. Peaches whioh were marketed as they were picked
from the tree without being sorted by various sizes sold for an average
of $1433 per bushel (tadle 6)s They were sold mainly to local trade
either at roadside stands or were picked from the trees by the
customers. Ko attempt was made to determine the percentage of these
peaches that would fall in to various sige groups.

The peach producers were asked to express tleir opinion as to
whioh size pesch the oconsumers prefer as evidenced by the price they
are willing to pay for different siges, Ninetyethree peroent of
these producers said they felt that the consumers prefer the 2%
inoh or larger peaches. It was the experience of the other 7 peraent
that 2 inch peaches were preferred by consumers

From information taken from the records of four peach marketing
associations' it was found that a similar relationship existeds The
average net price increased from $0.54 per bushel for 1 3/4 inch
pesches to $1.52 for 2 inch peaches to $1.92 for 2% inch or larger
pesches. The average net price per bushel for all peaches marketed
by these organizations was $1.51 (table 6).

Table S+« The relotionship of net price to size of psaches marketed
by four peach marketing assoclations 1951.

Size
Ttem = Unit T8/4 Inches 2 Inohes 23 inohes Totml
Percentage of ~ ' I
total quantity Percent 13 56 31 100

Average net price
per bushel Dollars  0.54 . 1l.02 1.92 1.81
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The spread in price betwsen the warious sizes was similar for
peaches sold by the assooiations and by the producers. The difference
in price per bushel between the 1 3/4 inch and 2 inch peaches for the
agsociations wae $0.98 while the difference between these szame sizes
as reported by producers was $0.,81. The difference in average price
between the 2 inoh and 23 inoh peaches was $0.40 per bushel for the
assooiation and $0.43 per bushel for the 77 producers.

It was impossible in this study to determine the influence of

factors other than sise and prioces recelved by size of peaoch.

Degree of ripeness. A sort was made of the lot; of peaches
marketed by the 77 Utah producers an the basis of the degree of
ripeness when the fruit was picked as subjectively evaluated by the
growers. This was done to see if the stage of maturity at whioh the
fruit was marketed affected the price received by the producer for
his peachess Of the 118,529 bushels marketed by these producers,

47 percent were pleked hard-ri 13

while 38 percent were picked firme-
ripow and only 186 percent were trnhripo}‘;s-/ peaches (table 8).

The firm-ripe peaches sold for an average of $1.88, while §1.68
was the average net price received for haseripe fruit, and the tree-ripe

peaches brought an average of $1.78 per bushel,

I3/ Tard-ripe peaches - ground color not ohanged and with very
little blush.

_1__4/ Firmeripe peaches = ground color has begun to change, fair
degree of blush.s

15/ Tree-ripe peaches - ground eolor completely changed , well
ecolored, ready for immediate oconsumption.
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This difference in prioce is probably associated more with the type and
“distence from market these peaches were sold than the degree or‘ripenuiu
when the fruit was piokeds The stage of maturity at which the fruit

is pioked is usually dependent upon the grower's estimate of how

long pefore the fruit will be consumed.

Table 8+~ The relationship of net price to the degree of riperess of
peaches marketed by 77 producers of Utah, 1981.

_ — Degree of ripeness
Iten Unit Hard  Firm  Treeeripe  Total

Bumbeyr of lots Nos 199 118 99 418

Average number of
bushels per lot Bus 280 384 177 288

Poroentage of :
total quantity Percent 47 38 16 100

Average net price
per bushel Dollars 1.68 1.88 1.78 1.77

Meny of the peaches that are shipped are put through one machine
thet sizes the fruit and another one thet removes the fuss before
the peaches are packeds Thus it is necessary to pick peaches that
do not go into immediate consumption, mature but hard encugh enough
80 that they will not be damaged by oomsiderable handling and travel.
All the hard=ripe peaches marketed by the 77 producers in this study
were shipped to market by rail. f

Most of the pesohes sold on the loosl market were tree-ripe
fruit, einee they are purchased for immediate consumption or for

canning.
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Grade. The federal pessh marketing order that was in effect in
1961 in Utah required that all interstate shipments of peaches must
by Us 8. No. 1 grade fruit of 1 3/4 inoh dismeter or larger. Until
the state marketing order was rescinded on September §, 1961, this
same rc;quinmnt was made on all intraatate shipmenta,.

Therefors, the graded peaches consisted of theee that met the
Us 8¢ Koo 1 standard. To do this the peaches must have a oertain
color based on variety, and be free from blemishes, gum or disease.
All peaches 1 3.4 inches in diameter or larger can be U, S. No.l
if they meet the gx;ade requirements. Ungraded peaches wers sold
orohard run just as they came from the trees, with badly damaged or
too mature fruit either not picked or else dropped to the ground
and discarded.

Of the total quentity of peaches sold by these 77 producers,
83 peroent were graded while 17 percent were marketed ungraded.
The average net price for the graded fruit was $1.79 per bushel,
while the ungraded peaches scld for an average of $1.70(table 7).

Table 7.~ The relstionship of net price to grade of peaches marketed
by 77 producers in Utah, 1961,

' frade
Ttem _ Unit Graded orcha!:am Total
Number of lots No, 319 97 418

Average number of
bushels per lot Bu. 810 203 285

Peroentage of ,
total quantity Peroent 83 17 100

Average net price
per bushel Dollars 1.79 1.70 1.77
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Neurly all the peaches that were graded were s¢ld by the producers
to other agenoies for shipment and resalss The produsers averaged
elightly more per bushel for the graded fruit than did they for
the ungraded pesobss ax the various markets. This difference in
prioe between the graded and ungraded pesches amounted to §0.24
s buschel more for graded peaches s0ld to truckers snd $0.91 a dushel
more for praded peaches #old looally (tadle 8),.

Table 8.~ Relationship of net price to grade and through which
marketing ohannel peaches wers sold by 77 Utah producers,

19561,
Tumber  Average  Fercentage Average
To whom of nos of bus of tokal net price
sold Grade lots r lob uantity r bue.
Humber shel k r‘c‘e’n:’ . ﬁohnn
Upchard ran = ww- —— - -
Brcker snd Ue 8o 1 80 464 31 1.86
shipper Orehard run 3 1,649 4 1.27
, UeBa ) 24 14} 2 1.97
Trucker Orohard run 27 152 3 1.78
TeBe 3 44 311 12 1.81
Processer Orohard run 4 89 * l1.2¢
L UaSe 1 10 189 2 2.82
oosl Oroehard run 63 164 8 1.8}
Totals 416 288 100 177

sloss than b percent.
All pesches 30ld sarly in the sesxson had to meet U, S, No. 1
requirements. ¥When the state marketing order was resoinded intrastate

shipwents no longer had t0 be graded.
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A ax;ddon deeline in peach prices when the sale of ungraded peaches
were permitted may have influenced the relationship between grade
and price on losal and truoker markets in 1951.

Pifty=four of the 77 produsers felt they received greater
profits from the sale of graded fruit. émm was especially true
ameng the large producers who shipped most of their erop.

Yariety. The miﬁtim in average net price received per
bushkel for different varieties of peaches was the basis of another sort.
It was found that 71 percent of the peaches marketed by the 77 producers
were Elhertas, 17 peroent were J., Hs Hales, 8 percent wers early
Elbertas, while 4 percent were other varieties (table 9). The price
received for Elbertas was $1.70 a bushel, while the other three classes
of peaches sold from $0.22 o $0.27 per bushel higher.

Table 9.~ The relationship of net price to the variety of peaches
marketed by 77 Utah Producers in 196l.

o Varlety
, “Barly ' '

_Ttem Elberta Elberta J. He Hale Others Total
Fumber of lots 261 49 . 86 31 416
Average number of
bushels per lot 539 186 238 136 286
Porosntage of '
total quantity 7 8 17 4 loo

Average net price
per bushel 1,70 1.92 1.94 1.97 1.77




26

When the different wristies were subsorted ascording to sige
it was found thw@ the average price per bushel for Elberta peaches 2%
inches and larger was §2.,02 while J. H. Hale peaches 2% inohas and
larger sold for $2.47 or a difference of $0.45 more for the Hale

peaches of this size (table 10).

Yable 10.- The relationship of variety and size of peaches to net
priee on 77 farm in Ubtah, Weber, and 3ox Elder Counties

1961.
Viibor AVOrago mo. TOroentage AVOrage Yot price

‘ of of bushels of total per bushel

Variety Size ~ loks r lot g%mhitg dollars

Number %suhcl reen Poliars
Late 1 3/4° 47 188 8 081
Elberta 2" 101 366 51 1.68
23" & wp 85 403 29 2,02
Orchard rum 18 276 4 1.29
Early 1 3/3" 16 152 2 1.28
Bibverts 2" 27 168 4 2,01
: 23" & up 8 320 2 2,59
Orechard run l 300 * 1.28
J. He Hale 1 3/4" 11 228 2 0484
2" 84 184 5 1.62
23" & wp 37 274 8 2,47
Orehard run 3 450 l l.44
Others 1 3/3" 1 80 . 2.00
2" 16 181 2 1.86
21" & up 12 160 2 2,09
Orohard run 2 88 * 1.81
Totals 416 286 100 1,77

sless than.5 peroent
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Early Blbert peaches 2% inches and larger sold for an average
of $2.69 & bushels This was $0,12 more than J. H. Haules and $0,67
more than Elberta pnéhen of the same size had sold for. A premium
was paid for the large J. H. Hale peachos. This may have been due
to the fact thai; many of the Hale peaches were larger than the 2%
inches olass minimum, and that a greater portion of the large Hale
peaches were sold in lugs or cases which brought a premium over
peaches sold in bushels (table 11), Hale peaches make a besutiful
box of fruit for display purposes, so consumer appeal may have
influenoed this relationship.

Table 1l.~ Relationship of net price of peaches to variety and type
of container used by 77 producers in Utah, 195l.

“Wumber ~ Number of  Yercentage Average net

of bushels of total price per
Variety Container lots r lot uantit bushsl
“Number ﬁ-h«-i Poroent  Dollars
Late Basket 220 377 70 1.68
Elberta Case or lug 30 70 2 2.64
HBarly Basket 48 187 8 1.92
Elberta Case or lug 1 67 * 1.64
J+ He Hale Basket 79 240 : 16 1.88
Case or lug 7 193 . 1 .58
Others Basket 29 137 3 1.98
Case or lug 2 120 * 2,63
Totals 8 286 100 77

*ess than <6 peroents
This was not truse of the smaller peaches. The 1 3/4 inoh

Jo H, Hale peaches sold for an average of $0.84 a bushel or only



$0.05 a bushel more than the Elbertas. However the small, early
Elbertas sold for $1.28 or $0.47 more than Elbertas and §0.44 more than
Jo Hy Haless The 2 inch Elbertas sold for an averags of $1.68 a
bushel whioch was §0.06 more than 2 inch J. He Hales averaged per bushel, |
but $0.838 less than Early Elbertas of the same sige. |

Tﬁe early Elbertas eonsistently averaged more per bushel for all
sizes than did the Elberta peaches. This is true to a lesser extent
of the other varieties that were lumped together. This apparent
price advantage that early Elberta peaches have may have beon assooiated
with the time they were marketed. They usually mature just before
the Elberta and J. H. Hale mnd hence s greater portion of them were
marketed before the price break came. This is also true of the peaches
listed as other varieties, many of them were early maturing peaches
of the non-shipping varieties so were sold looally before the price
break ooccurred.

Whether the earlier maturing peaches consistently receive a
premium from year to year is not known, however this relationship
did exist in 1861.

Containers. Peachos marketed in bushel baskets holding
approximately 48 pounds of peaches amounted to 97 percent of the
total quantity of pesches sold by the 77 producers (table 12).
Only 8 percent of the peaches szold were marketed im either uhodan
cases containing 168 pounds net or wooden lugs containing 24 pounds
net. For mean of comparison the quantity and price of peaches sold

in cases or lugs were converted to bushel equivalents.
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Table 12,~ The relationship of net price to the container in which
peaches were sold by 77 producera in Utah, 1951.

~ ——Contalner
Bushel “lug or "~ Total
Itom it , buketa _ onse
Number of lots Ko, 371 40 4le
Average number of
bushels per lot- Bu, 306 04 285
Percentage of
total quantity Perocent 4 4 3 100
Average net
price per

bushel Dollaras 1,78 2.88 1.77

The average net price per bushel for pesches sold in bushel
baskets was $1.73 while the average net price for peaches sold in
case or lug containers was $2.88 a bushel, a difference of $1.16
a bushel more for peaches marketed in lugs or ocases.

From the records of the four peach marketing assoclations
it was found that 89 percent of the peaches they sold were in bushel
baskets, while 11 percent were marketed in cases(tablel3).

Table 13.« The relationship of net price of peaches to the type of
container used by four producer marketing asscoiations,

Utah 1961,
~ Container
Pashal Tag or
Ttom Unit baskets oase Total
Percentage of
total quantity Percent 89 11 100

Average net price
per bushel Dollars .48 1,81 1,61




The average net price for peaches sold in cases was $1.81, which
was $0.3% more than the average net price for the same quentity of
peaches sold in bushels.

The net price eliminates extra paoking costs and possible
added commission for peaches marketed in lugs and cases. From the
information available the differemoe in price for the same quantity
of peaches sold in different containers is significant. Although
the difference was not as great for peaches sold by the four associations
it is still important. The reason peaches marketed in smaller ocontainers
brought a premium was not determined. They may have been larger or
better colored fruit or may have arrived on the market in better
oondition or perhaps pesches in the smaller containers were sold to
a different class of cousumers than those sold in baskets and hence
were in & different price class. .

The 677 federal inspection records of carlot shipments of peaches
from Utah in 1951 revealed that 80,488 bunlho.'l.o or sbout 26 percent
of the total quentity of peaches recorded on these inspestiom certi~
ficates were shipped in cases or lugs. Based upon above data the
growers realiged an additional $286,569 by marketing, this quantity in
lugs rather than basketa.

Market ohannels. The 77 peach producers from whom individual

records were taken, marketed a total of 118,529 bushels of fruit.
Thia represents 16 percent of the state's total produoction of 800,000
bushels. Of the peaches marketed by these produocers 37 percent or
43,528 bushels were sold through produscers marketing assoeiation for

rail shipment,
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Thirty-rive percent of 41,268 bushels were sold through brokers

and shippers that ship mainly by rail, and processcrs bought 14,063
bushel or 12 percent of the total for ocanning and freezing. Truckers
bought & peroent or 7,475 bushels, and 10 percent of 12,210 bushels
wore '#;id to loocal consumers by the producer at roadside stands or at
the orobard (table 14).

Table 14.~ The relationship of price to warious channels through
‘ whioh peaches were sold by 77 producors, Utah 1961,

' To whom sold

Rasoc- Broker, Prooes~
Iten Unit _istion shipper Truoker sor _Looal Total
Number of lots No. 16l 88 51 48 78 418
Average number
bushels per lot Bu. 270 497 147 293 187 285
Peroentage of
total quantity Percent 37 36 -8 12 1 100
Average net prioce
per bushel Dollar 1.72 1.79 1.84 1,61 2,056 1.77

hosus& of the distribution and sige of the sample it is foit
that these percentages are répresentative of the various channels
through which Utah peaches moved to market in 1961.

Peaches s0ld on the local market brought the highest average
net price per ‘buahol, $2.08, while those sold to processors averaged
lowest or §1.61 per bushel. The price received on the other markets
was near the average for all the peaches sold, The producers x_'ooeind
an average of $1.72 a bushel for psaches sold through marketing
associations, $1.79 a bushel for those sold to produce brokers gnd

shippers, and $1.84 a bushel for those sold to truckers.
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The greater price the producer r-éaiwa for peaches sold loeally
probably is not comparable %o the price received through other markets
sinos looal sales require more timek and are usually smaller than
sales through other channels, Hence they inolude certain services
by the producer tihat mﬁt be taken in to account.

Thirty=cne of the 77 producers were ojf‘v the opinion that the
local market gave them the best returns while an equal number said
that the outside raill markets brought them the greatest returns.
Their reason was that the demand on the looal market was not great
enough to handle all the peaches produced im the state.

A few growers felt that one of the greatest needs that producers
in the state hawe in marketing their product is e local oannery that
can process the surplus pesshes that Utah produces. These producers
were willing to sell their peaches to a cannery or freesing plant
for less than they might receive on other markets if they could be
agsured of a|stable market and thus eliminate much of the uncertainty

they fece in [selling such a perishable on distant markets. This

study mdiaetr& that producers who wld to processzors received on an
average loss ‘vf'er their poachea than on any other market. As far as
oould be determined there was no break in the prices paid produscers
for peaches sold to the processors.

Area. The three geographioal areas included in this study
are similer in many ways and yet there were differences in 1951 that
caused variation in the average price received fur peaches in eash
of these areas. The peaches in Box Elder and Weber Counties matured

e few days earlier than those in Utah County.
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Of the 214 carlots of peaches inspested for shipment from Box Elder
County, 61 peroent or 108 carlots were inepescted before September
6. In Weber County 39 percent or 34 of the 28 ocarlots inspescted for
shipment wers inspected befors September €, while only 7 persent or 20
carlots had been inspected in Utah County by September 8, of the total
302 inspected in that county during 196l. The produsers in Utah
sounty oonuquontly felt the effeots of the break in prioces more strongly
than producers in other areas of the state.

S8ixtyeone percent of the peaches marketed by the 77 produgers
in the three areas were produced in Ttah County while 30 psroent
were produced in Box Elder and 9 percent in jeber County (table 15),

Table 16+« The relationship of price %o the area where the peaches
were produced by 77 producers, Utah 1961,

” ' Area ;
Item Unit Box Blder  Weber  Utah  Totsl
Rumber of lots Ro. 130 78 210 416
Average number of
bushels per lot Bue 274 147 342 285
Percentage of
total quantity Percent 80 9 81 100
Avorage met

price per bushel Dellars 1.86 1.687 174 1.77

Produsers in the Box Elder area received an average of $1.86
per bushel for their peaches, while ﬁraducern in Wtah Gounty received
an average of $§1.,74 a bushel. In the Veber area the average price

per bushel was only $1.67. Although many Weber County peaches were
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sold early, they were scld mainly through marketing associations

or to processors which in that area paid an the average less for
peaches than the looal market or truckers (table 18).

Table 18.~ Relatiomship of price to the area where the peaches were

produced and the chammels through whioch peaches were mrke'lcd
by 77 producers in Utah 19B61.

Wamber of Fercentaze Average

To whom Fumber of bushels of total Price
Arsa sold ~_lots er lot ,q\zan'hitl per bushel
) Humber or Percent Dollars
Assooiations 26 2938 6 2.40
Brokers and
shippers 41 320 11 1.58
Box Elder Truokers 20 188 3 ).99
Processors 15 446 6 1.69
Looal 28 189 4 2,07
Assooiations 49 149 8 1.64
Brokers and
shippers - —— - ———n
Weber Truckers [ 130 1l 1,80
Processors 15 187 2 1,65
Losal 8 57 * 2,08
Assooiations 88 338 - 24 1.568
Brokers and
shippers 42 870 2¢ 1.88
Utsh Truckers 26 119 S 1.687
Processors 18 2563 4 1.60
Losal 14 108 & ozl
Totals 418 286 100 1.77

#ese then «B peroente



BUMMARY

1. The study of factors within the sontrol of the individual producer
that affeoted the farm orice of peaches in 1951 inoluded 77 irrigated
farms in Utsh with an average of 52 acres per farm. The peasch orchards
on these farmsaveraged 7.4 aores, These farms marketed 118,529
bushels of peaches or sbout 15 percent of the 1961 peash orop in
Ubah.

Forty~aix of the farms surveyed were in Utah County, 20 were in
Box Elder County, and 1l were in Weber County.

The average net price received by producers surveyed was §1.77
per bushel.
2« Four peach marketing assoolations inscluded in this study marketed
169,506 bushels of peaches, or about 21 percent of the 19581 peach
orop in Utah. They returned an average of $1.51 a bushel net. |
8+ A small erop of peaches was forecast for areas that market peaches
near the same time and on the same markets as Utah, while the Utah
erop was fo_roaut to be 33 percent larger than an average of the
10 previous years.
4. Federal and state peach mhﬁng orders allowed the shipment of
Us So ¥o., 1 peaches of 1 3/4 inech minimum through out the marketing
season.
6. Of the peaches shipped by rall from Utah 88 percent went %o
markets west of the Missis ippi snd east of the Boeky Mountains, and

29 pereoent went to markets sast of the Mississippi.
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8. When rooord-‘uiru sorted on the basis of size of peaches, it

was found that the larger pesches sold for the highest prioce.

7« Approximately 835 persent of the peaches were sold on a graded
basis and 17 percent were orchard run.

8. The varisties marketed in this study were 71 percent Elberta,

17 percent J. H, Bale, 8 percent early Elberta, and 4 percent other
varieties.

9« QOrade and variety of peaches and area where the peaches were
produced were asscoiated with the time the peaches wers marketed

as they influenced price. The earlier in the scason the psaches were
scld the better the aversge price.

10, Of the peaches sold by producers im this study 37 percent were
seld through producers marketing associations, 35 percent through
brnkﬁrl and shippers, 12 percent were sold to canners, 10 percent were
sold to eonsumers at the farm, and € percent were sold at the farm to
truockers. Peaches sold to losal comsumers brought the highest

average price,

11. Peaches scld in lugs and casez brought higher prices than did
peacshes sold in bushel lotse. About 97 percent of the peaches sold

by preducers were packed in bushel baskets. Of the peaches shipped by

rall 75 percent were paocked in baskets.
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CONCLUSIONS

The data indieates that oo much emphasis was placed on the
short :rop in obher esreas and not enocugh coneideration given to the
large Utah orop in predicting 1951 peach market omditions and prices.

Faotors of supply thet had the grestest influence on the priee
of Utah peaches in 1951, were size, eonmtainer in which they were
marketed, wariety, time during ths marketing season the peaches
wore sold, and the market where scld.

In general larger pesches sold for a higher prise throughout
the season and on all markets than did smaller fruit. With premivms
paid for larger peaches the producer should ascertain if he can
profitable inoreass the sisze of peaches he produces. ZTo do this he
mgt ascertain what effest obtaining inoreased size will have on the
quantity that he will be able to produce, and must determine thw ocost
of praoducing the larger pesches and then compute net returns fyom
larger peashes to gompare with the returns he is now making.

Peaches packsd in onses or lugs brought the growers more than
peaoches marketed in bushel baskets, Thether this difference in price
rofleeted a oonsumer preference for a smaller unit of pssohes or
whether other factors influenced consumer preference far the peaches
in the enses and lugs was not determined.

If a di fference of $0.53 a bushel net to the grower oontirnues
€0 exist from year to year, it would warrant consideration dy the
produeer and others conmeoted with marketing the frult into the
feasibility of marketing a greater portion of peaches in smaller

oontaineras.
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Utah peaches that matured and were marketed early in the seasen
because of variety, or area where the peaches were grown, sold on the
avorage for mmr».thun peaches that were marketed later.

If this higher price for early peaches continues over a pericd
of years it may mean that growers will find it profitable to shift
to earlier msturing varieties. This would make it possible to lengthen
their marketing season and more effectively meet their competition.

Peaches that were socld 4o local oconsumers brought a higher
price than peaches marketed through other channels. However, local
sales require more time and are usually made in smaller lots
then seles through other channels and hence, the prices may not

asourately reflect comparative net returns.
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Appendix 1

Table 1. - Peach production and prices paid to producers in the
' United States, nine sompeting states, and Utah
1935-511/ﬂ

Produstion — Prlces pald producers
¥ine ¥ine
United oompeting United oompeting

Yoar States  states Utah = States stotes Ubah
' 1,000 1,000 1,600 '
bushels bushels bushels Dollars Dollars Dollars

1935 55,440 16,360 680 «84 .86 <76
1936 48,766 14,089 564 T 1.08 70
1987 60,045 17,736 72 1,02 1.18 1.85
1988 53,922 16,691 573 .78 +89 o6
1989 64,222 19,830 564 82 83 75
1940 57,832 17,157 600 o790 «90 .80
1941 75,365 25,912 764 90 92 95
1942 66,720 20,612 340  1.48 1.70 2.26
1945 42,761 18,197 846 2.86 3.58 2.36
1944 78,181 27,941 860 2,36 2.41 2.15
1945 81,5648 27,976 870 2,23 2.17 1.56
1948 86,6435 29,298 700 2,13 2,26 2,10
1947 82,270 27,497 933 1.67 1.91 1.80
1948 65,350 22,288 821 2.08 2,00 1,85
1949 74,818 26,151 778 1,64 1.45 1.50
1960 , 53,486 19,716 130 2.11 2.95 3.86
19612/ 83,627 15,565 800 2,02 2.69 1.90

L

%/ Agrioultural Statisties 1986 to 1961
_/ Preliminary estimates Bureau of Agricultural Economios, U. S.
Department of Agriculture
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Table 2.«

(1986-39 = 100) _
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Index of peach production and prices paid to producers
in the United States, nkne competing states, and
Utah, 1935-511

Index of production

Index of prices pald producers

Nine Nine
United oompeting United competing
Year States states Utah States  states _ Utah
Poercent  FPercent  Feroent roent Percent  Percent
1935 98 97 130 95 89 78
1938 86 83 113 108 111 73
1937 106 106 - 156 116 122 198
1538 956 99 117 89 92 78
1939 114 117 115 23 86 78
1940 102 101 122 80 23 83
1541 133 141 154 102 95 99
lo4a2 118 122 70 168 181 234
1943 16 107 173 301 348 236
1944 138 1656 174 287 248 224
1945 144 185 178 253 224 la2
1948 183 178 143 242 233 219
1947 148 182 151 190 197 187
1948 118 132 168 233 206 193
1949 132 154 159 176 149 158
1960 2b 1ie 27 240 304 401
19512/ 113 92 164 230 277 198

I/ Agrioulture Statistios 1986 to 1961
Preliminary estimates Bureau of Agricultural Boonomics, U. 8.

Y/

Department of Agrioulture.




SURVEY ON MARKETING OF PEACHIS, UTAH, 1951 Record no.
Department of Agricultural Economics, Utah Ajricultural Experiment Station
Years
Name , Address __Age ___fruit grower

Location of orchard: In or near town of ‘ Main highway ~

Acres in farm Acres in peaches Acres in other fruit Total acres in fruit = Ave. age orchard

Member of marketing organigzation No« years member 7 Member other farm

organizations

Number bu. salable peaches unsold ___ Reasons for no sale

~ Price.
Lot Date Degree iRNo. Container |Withk #ith-
no. iVariety :isold :To whom sold Market Grade iSize iriperessibu. iKind | Costicort. out c¢. Value

Total

L2o

¢ XIQHIddV
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1., What do local, trucking, and rail merkets prefer for peaches from your area
with respect to size, degree of ripeness, and grade:

Local market (Utah cities and roadside markets):

size 1 3/L4" peach 7 2n 21ir and above
What is usual spread in price between:
1 3/L" and 2" § 1 1/3" and 23" § 29 and 23" and above

Degree of ripeness:

Hard . Firm ripe Tree ripe
Grade:
Us. S. grades , , Ungraded orchard run ~ Culls

Trucking trade:

Size 1 3/L" peach 2n 241 and above

What is usual spread in price between:
1 3/4" and 2" § 1 1/3" and 23 & 2" and 23" and above %

Degree of ripeness:

Hard L _ Firm ripe _ Tree ripe
Grades
Us S« grades Ungraded orchard run Culls

Out of state (Rail shipments):

Size 1 3/l" peach _ an 23" and above

What is usual spread in price betwéen:
1 3/L" and 2" & 11/3% and 23" #__ 2" and 23" and above

Degree of ripeness:

Hard 7 Firm ripe Tree ripe

Grade:

U« S. grades___ Ungraded orchard run Culls
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L.

5.

6.
Te

8.
Fe

10.

11,

3= 420

From experience or observation, which market has given the highest return
on sale of peaches?

Local market 7 Trucking 7 Outside rail

In your opinion does it pay to produce small medium size
or large 7 peaches for market?
Are your peaches sold according to grade ? If so, what grade?

If fruit is not sold by grades, why?

Do you receive greater profits from the sale of graded or
‘ungraded fruit?

What percent of the customers ask for graded fruit? ) %
What percent of the customers that you sell to are steady repeat customers?

%

Are patrons of roadside fruit stands satisfied with the product?

What are your plans for peach prodoction?

To expand 7 Reduce Remain same

What are your major production problems?

What are yours and otzer neacly mrawers wnjor markeling preblems?
X &£ ot i=]
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12.

12,

1h.

ls’

Ly 420

What in your opinion were the causes for sudden break in prices of peaches
during the middle of marketing season of 19517

Was the opening price too high

Competition on midwest markets from eastern states

Discontinuance of Utah peach marketing agreement

Little demand for peaches for canning by housewife, 1951

Other reasons

What in your opinion is future trend in demand, or outlook for peaches?

Value per acre of your peach orchard land, with trees &

without trees §
In your opinion will returns from peaches support this land value?

Yes No

Remarks:»




	Affect of Specified Factors on 1951 Farm Prices of Utah Peaches
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1372359611.pdf.tgmNT

