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WASHINGTON, D. C. 

AN ECONOMIC STUDY OF THE 

PECAN INDUSTRY 
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mist, and B. H. THIBODEAUX, Associate Agricultural Economist, Division of 
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INTRODUCTION 

Pecans are an important source of farm income in many districts in 
the Southern States. During the five years ending with 1930 tho 
fnrm value of pecans averaged about $9,600,000 per year. Pecan 
trces have been planted in large numbers in the last decade and in­
creasing market supplies are indicated. In this period of expansion 
it is important that facts relating to the trend in production and 
costs of production and information on the long-time outlook for 
marketing be available for the guidance of those interested in the pro­
duction or marketing of pecans. 

This bulletin prescnts the results of an economic study of the pecan 
industry, conducted by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, United 
States Department of Agriculture, in cooperation with various State 
agencies. 'fhe study was made during the period 1928-1930. Its 
purpose is to supply basic economic information which will nssist in 
the sound development of the pecan industry. 

There nre three phases of the study: (1) Production, which in­
cludes cstimMes of the size of the pecan crop, the survey of the num­
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bel' of pecl' j!'ees by age groups and geognLphic distribution, vILrie­
ties grown, and related topics; (2) cost of production, which deals 
with practices and costs in the development of pecan orchards of 
impl"Oved vnrieties und in the operation of beming orchards; and (3) 
marketing, which includes a description of marketing practices in 
producing areas and in the nULrket.s, und a presentation of price find 
distribution datu.. The sunrey lliso includes information on pecaa­
murketing conditions from the view point of the retniler llnd consumer 
and a discussion of the competition of pecans with other nuts. ~ 

PRODUCTION 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIRUTION OF PECAN TREES 

The native nmge of the peclin covers a large area, extending from 
the valleys of the lower Ohio and l\lissouri Rivers and their tribu­
taries, such as the "\Yabash, Illinois, Imd Osage, through the broad 
alluvial Hood plnins llmL deLta lands of the Mississippi and its tribu­
taries southward to the Gulf, find thence westwilrd to the borders of 
the highlands of west,-cn Oklahoma and Tcxus. To the southwest 
the native trees are :Llmndant ill tbe valleys of all or the west Gulf 
rivcrs, such us the Trinity, ColoriLdo, and Brazos down to the Rio 
Grande. Nati \'e seedling trces are occasionully seen as fn,r east as 
western Alabal1UL. Throughout this area, roughly 2,000 miles in 
length and from 200 to GOO miles in breadth, these trees, often of 
impressive size, have for ages sheel their crops--food for man and 
beast. 

Supplementing this area of natural pecan growth there has been a 
phenomenal exprLOsion of the range of this vahlltble tree, especially 
dudng the last 50 years, through plantings of improved varieties on tt 
llLrge scuLe, in Qrchards for commercial production as well as around 
homes, throughout the entire cast Gulf and South Atlantic coastal 
pLnins llml the lower piedmont areas, from l\{ississippi to southern 
Vir'ginin. PLantings have long been made in limited sections of 
Cnlifol'nin, but commercia} production in that. State has not thus fur 
been significant. In restricted sections in Arizona recent plantings 
nre thriving. West of the :Mississippi, in the areas to which the pecan 
is ntLtive, progress ill the planting of improved varieties, and especially 
in the top working or trees in native groves to improved varieties, hns 
been rnpid. 

LOCATION OF PECAN-PRODUCING DISTRICTS 

The location or pecan-producing districts shown in Figure 1 is 
approximate, based upon the evidence or the special 1929 pecan 
survey suppLemented by censlls figures. In Texas the distribution 
shown is based largely upon the record of ciLl'-lot shipments out of the 
different counties and probabLy gives undue prominence to counties 
with important shipping points as contrasted with those lacking such 
shipping points. The hnproved pecans-that is, those from grafted, 
budded, nnd top-worked trees-come mostly from the States east of 
the Mississippi River and the seedling or wild nuts from the native J 

pecan belt lying ulong the "Mississippi HiveI' and the nlluvinl bottoms 
of the strenms west of the lVlississippi. The lower Ohio nnd Illinois 
bottoms nnd those of the streams of western Kentucky and Tennessee 
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supply a reiatively small production of wild pecans, and there is a 
considern,ble production in the Yazoo bottoms of Mississippi and in the 
lowlands of the southwestern corner of that State. On the other hand, 
a eonsidemble production of improved pecans is found in southern 
Louisiana and considerable plantings of improved nuts are beginning 
to come into hearing in Louisiana, Texas, and ..Arkansas, although the 
production of these is liS yet relatively insignificant there compared 
with production 01 the native seedling trees. 

In the areas of uuti ve growth from Mississippi and Louisiana west­
ward the pecan is found mainly in the river valleys and flood plains 
rath(,T thcm upon the higher lands. Figure 1 does not alwavs clearly 
indicate this fact, production being shown mther on the county basis 
and without strict localization. In the Southeastern States, where 
plnntings have been by human design rather than by the operation of 
nnturallaws, this limitation to lowlands does not apply, although the 
pecan appears to do best in valley types of soils and in locations in 
which it has access to supplies of subsoil moisture. 

PRODUCTION OF PECANS 

The 1929 survey showed that the previous estimates of the United 
Stutes Department of Agriculture on production of pecans, which 
h!ld been based lurgely on the census of 1920 with allowance for sub­
sequent increase, were much too low. The production of 1919 in the 
12 States wus (according to the census) 31,443,800 pounds on more 
thun 100,000 holdings. The 11,000 groves and holdings included in 
the 1929 survey produced approximately 14,OCO,000 pounds of pecans. 
As judged from the survey and from the study of rail movement and 
othel" means of disposal, the total production of these 12 States in 
19213, originally estimated at 42,000,000 pounds, was actually about 
67,000,000 pounds. The original census deficiency was no doubt 
considerably greater in the native pecan belt, where a large proportion 
of the production is from wild trees not closely observed by the owners 
and often harvestecl by others, than in the East, where most of the 
trees are in orchards or around homesteads. Of the total census 
production of pecans in 1919, about 19 per cent was credited to the 
Eastern States, where a large proportion of the nuts are of improved 
varieties; whereas the survey and other checks show over 32 per cent 
of the pecan crop of 1928 to have been produced in that area. Of the 
total production in 1928, it is estimated that approximately 17,680,000 
pounds were of improved varieties and about 49,620,000 pounds were 
of seedling and wild varieties. 

Table 1 shows the census figures on production in 1919 and the 
estimates for 1928 based upon the survey in the spring of 1929 and 
subsequent checks of rail shipments and other information. 

The revised estimates of total production of pecans for the years 
1919-193111ppe~ in Table 2. 

" 
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TABLE 1.-P"oa1/.ct·ion oj 1Jecans by States and sections, census, .1919, and estimute 
by type, 1928 

Estimnted productioll, 11)28 

:Production, 1-------,-----...,-----­
State and SCCtiOIl lUI9 (census) Impro\'cd Seedlings 'rotn!varieties Ilnd wild 

]>01l1ll/S POIWI/" Pounds PoundsNorth Carolinll_ _ _ ______________________________ 145,753 440,000 2.,0, ()()I) 090,000
South CnrolituL_________________________________ 525,783 550,000 180,000 730,000 

1,000,000 8,400,000?,fO~li~~I:_::=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: i: 8~~: ~~ I: 188: ~ 500,000 2,000.000
AlllhtUIlll .... __________,., ___________ .. _____ .. _________ 1, 1S0,000 2, iSJ,OOO 720,000 3,500,000
IV[ississippi .. M_., ______ .. ____________ ,..______________ 1,502, 177 3,250,000 3, 25ll, 000 6,500,000 

- ----...:-...:--1--.:..-..:......-1----.:---.:-
Enstcrn ___________________________________ ,==7=,(=Jl~.I;",3=&l=,=, Ib, 920, noo 5,000,000 21,820,000 

IIllllOis ________________________ •________________ _ 182,3·17 ao, (X)() 30.000Mlssouri._. _ •• _________________ •___ . ___________ _ 555,IS·1 2U5,000 300,000
..1\ rkllusns ._.. _______ .. ___ .. ____ ...... ________ .. _______ 3·18,382 1,055, ()IJO 1,750,000Luulsltlllll _____________ .________________________ 

4_ 

_ 
2,242,8.iO 4,080,000 .1,500,000OklllhOlllf<._____________________________________ ._ 
4,2110, 6·12 8,360,000 8,400,000'l'cxlls ____________________ . ___________________ .. _k 1(;, 804, 000 28,700,000 2<J,500,OOO 

Western _____ •____________________________ _ 
2'1,429,41·1 1,760,000 43,720,000 45,480,000 

:1I,44:J,SOO 17,1;80,000 49,620,000 67,300,000 

TABLE 2.-Prociuction oj 1Jecans, by States anti .~ections, 1919-1931 

rln thousands of pounds, i. c., 000 omitted] 

Stntc and section 1910 1U20 1<J21 1922 HI23 19201 1025 

-
North CllroIiIllL_________________ 240 130 150 200 480 560 330South Curolillll __________________ 600 220 800 300 680 iiO 550
Georgln___________________ -- --___ 3,200 1,550 4500 1,500 0,600 3,000 0,400.Floridll. _________________________ 1,200 ·140 1; 200 880 1,000 1,300 1,916 

1,400 000 1,800 1,350 2,500 1,086 2,200~:\~~r;:'l~iii:::::::::::::::::::::: 2,600 715 2,700 1,100 2,·100 1,932 5,094 

Eastci'Il ____________ .. _______ 9,240 3, n55 11,150 5,450 14,260 9,848 16,490 
Illinois __________________________ = -----------------------­

230 210 155 105 20() 200 2311 [lssourL ________________________ 1,000 250 350 750 350 500 000 
2,000 2S0 1,500 180 1,500 1,000 1,570t6~i~:~~7il-:_::=::::::::::::::::::: 5,000 700 5,600 000 4,250 1,750 5,530okltlho 1II1l _______________________ 

15,000 3,000 9,000 2,000 10,000 11,000 14,700 
....'1'0.,\n$___ .... ____ • M __ .... ____ ___ .. __ .. 35,000 2,000 19,000 2,000 20,000 12,500 12,000 

Western ___________________ . 08, 230 ~ 35,005 5,6U5 _ 42,300 20,950 34,423 

'l'otaL _____ . ______________ • 67,470 10,01151 46,755 lI,145 51i,560 36,798 50,913 

Stllte und section HJ20 19~7 1928 ]!)29 1930 1931 

North Carolinn ___________________________ _ 780 060 090 604 040 1,050South Cllrolilltl ____________________________ _ 1,300 750 730 5S':: 920 950 
0,·100 5,000 8.400 4,000 4, iOO 8,500¥~~Wl~~:_~:::::::::==::===::=::===:::::=::=: 1,510 1,1\4 2,COO 1,000 1,150 2,350Alnbnlllll__________________________________ _ 
3,100 1,200 3,500 1,020 2,730 4,000 
5,500 3,200 6,500 2,300 5,700 5,500 

Enstern _____________________________ _ ----------------------­
Missi&<;ippi._______________________________ _ 

21,596 12,014 21,820 10,104 15,840 22,350 
------------ = --­= Illinois_____________________________________ 315 00 :JO 150 200 250 

M.issourL__________________________________ 1,500 ·100 300 000 000 1,800 

t~~\~~~:;n=::=::==::====::::::::::=:===:=::= ~: ggg ~: g~8 k~gg k~o& ~: gg8 ~: ~ 
Okillholllll__________________________________ 11l,700 8, !)OO 8,400 J.I,900 I 13,000 lI,5OO
'rexlUL _____________________________________ 41,000 0,600 20, .100 20,000 12,500 32,000 

Western______________________________ 72,415 22,740 'lii,480 39, ·150 I 35,800 54, :150 

'rotaL _______________________________ 9-1,011 34,754 67,300 4!l,614 51,040 76,700 

http:2,242,8.iO
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The production of pecans is difficult to estimate. There are little 
or no data in most States for measuring the degree of the incomplete­
ness of the United Stlltes census of peClln trees and production. The 
cst.lmates given herewith are bllsed upon rail, water, Ilnd truck ship­
ments, State records and surveys, for States for which these are avail­
able, with conservative allowances above the census figures in other 
States. They arc subject to a conside1'llble m.lrgin of error, especilllly 
for yellrs prior to 1924. They do present a rough approximation of 
relative production ab between States and for successive years. 

'l'he iargest pecan crop of record WIlS thut of 1926, production being 
estimated at 94,01l,00(} pounds. This wus a year of maximum pro­
duction in all sections of the belt. The next greatest pecan year of 
the last 13 yellrs for which definite estimates have been made was 
1931, with an estimated pi-oduction of about 76,700,000 pounds, and 
the flstunates for 1919 and 1928 each exceed 67,000,000 pounds. 
The yem's of smallest production during the period were 1920 and 
1922, with crops estimated at about 10,096,000 and n,145,000 
p~lmds, respectively. No other year of the period produced a crop 
estimated at less than Ilbout 35,000,000 pounds. 

TADLE 3.-Product-ion of pecan.~, by tYlle, and b!J States and sect'ions, 1919-1931 

[In thousands oC pounds, i. e., 000 omitted] 

IMPROVED VARIE'l'IES 

State and section 1919 1920 1921 1922 1923 1924 1925 

----------1--- ------------------
North Carolina._•..•_........... 120 fl6 80 HO 260 310 100 
South Carolina.................. 330 120 4iO 220 430 500 3iO 
Georgia.. ....................... 
:Florida.......................... 
Alahama........................ 
Mlssissippi...................... 

Eas~ern.h....h ..h....... 

2, 100 
600 
840 

1,070 

5, or.o 

1, OliO 
230 
3iO 
315 

2.151' 

3,100 I,OiO 
650 400 

1,150 000 
I, 160 480 

0, 610 I 3,30() . 

5,000 
930 

I, ioo 
1,100 

9,420 

2,000 
iSO 

I, ISO 
000 

6,570 

5,200 
1,200 
1,600 
2, 400 

10,960 

MissourL....................... 10 2 4 8 4 5 6 
Arkansas......................... 20 3 20 3 ZO 25 40 
1.ouisianl\........................ 
Oklahoma...__..__ ...______..... 

600 
40 

SO 
10 

i50 
30 

EO 
10 

rm 
iO 

250 
50 

830 
75 

'l·exn.~...____..____..__.....___... 250 20 ~2O__2O_~~~ 

Western________........... 920 115 924 121 001 455 I, OSI 

TotaL____ • ___....__...... ==s.nso~~ 3,-121 1O,3U ~~ 

SEEDLL."G AiI,"D WILD PECANS 

North Carolinn __________________ 120 64 iO 120 2'20 250 140 
South Carolina ...______......... 270 100 330 140 2.10 2iO ISO 
Georg!n..... __•._................ 1,100 500 1,400 430 1,600 ioo 1,200
Florida... __•. __ ..............._. 600 210 550 300 670 520 il6 

560 2.10 650 450 800 500 600*lr~r~~pi:::::::=:::::::=:::::: 1,530 400 1,540 620 1,300 1,032 2,694 

Enstern____..__ ............ 4, ISO IJ[,(}4 4,/;.t0 2,150 4,1HO 3,278 ,~, 530 

IIIinois._._...................... 230 210 155 16.1 200 200 23 

1\Iissouri.___.............__ .•.. __ 900 248 3·10 742 346 49.; 594 

Arkansas.__ ..................... ?' ­1,980 -II 1.4SO Iii 1.4.0 975 1,530
Louisiana...., .....__............ 4.400 620 4.850 520 3,650 1,500 4, ioo 
Oklahoma•...•_................. 14. l)f)() 2, gOO 8,970 1,900 15,930 10,950 14, (j~5
'rexns............................ 34,7[,0 1.980 18.880 1,9SO 19,800 J~375 11,8iO 

Western................... 5i, :!lO 6.32.1 34,081 Ii, 574 41, 300 26.495 33.342 


ToteL.................... 61,400 I 7,829 39,221 7, 724 46, 23& I 29,7i31 38, 8i2 
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TABLE 3.-Production of pecans, by type, and by States and sections, 1919-1931-
Continued 

[In thousands of pounds, i. e., 000 omitted] 

IMPROVED VARIETIES 

Stuta und section 1926 1927 1928 1929 19-"10 1931 


North ('urolinn •••••••••••••••_•••• ____ ._•• 450 380 440 430 420 7:15 

900 550 550 450 750 800 


i, UOO 4,·100 7,400 3,600 4,300 7,Sm
t~~frf~:o:1i ~~=~::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1,030 SOO 1,500 750 000 1,880 
Alllbnmu..•....•••••••_.................... . 2,320 080 2,780 1,340 2,330 :1,,120 
!II isslssi PIlL. •.•• · .•••••••..•••.•_•• _•.• __.. 2,650 1,570 3,250 1,200 2,450 3,000----------.--------

EasTorn •••.•••_ ..••..••.••....•••••• lil,250 8,6S0 15,920 i,770 11,150 17,755 
---== -- ­= = Missouri. _•••. ___ ••...••_•.•...•.•.••••••_. 15 5 5 15 10 35


.l\ rknnsas __ ~ _.... ~ .. ~ .. ______________.. _______ ~. 90 60 95 60 SO 170 

Louislulln •.••• __ ....... __ .••.•_••....•••..• 750 350 820 375 1,200 000 

Okinholll!l•.• - ••• '" ..................... , •• 100 40 40 70 70 115 

'j'CIElS .... _~ _...... _ .. _... ______________________ ... _,. ~ 840 190 SOO 550 300 000 


Western•••.••.••••_.•••••••••.•._.•.. 1,795 (1-15 1,760 1,070 1,660 2,240 

'J'otn! ........... _______________ .. _______ .... _... 17,(}l5 9,325 17,680 8, S40 12, SIO 19,995 


SEEDr.r~G AND WILD PECANS 

North Cllrolinll••••••• _••_.••.••••••••••...! 330 280 250 2.34 220 315 

South ('urolinll .••.•••••••_................. -100 200 ISO 130 170 150 

Georgin •• _._._ ..•••..••..•••••..........••• 1,500 600 1,000 400 oj()() 680 

·Floridll•••••••. __ • __ ..............__ ..__..__ 486 344 500 250 250 470 

Alnlmmn•••_. __ •• __._•.•... _._ ••• ___._ .• __• 7SO 280 720 280 400 4SO 

MlssissipIlL__ •••.••_. __ . ____.••_._._. ____. ~~ 3,250 I~ 3,250 ~ 


Eastern_._•••••_•••.....•. __._._.•.•• _ 6,346 _ 3,334 5, 000 ]__2, 3!}1 4,690 4,595 

Illinols••••. ___ ••••..• ___ ._.•.•._..•.•_••• _. 315 90 30 150 200 2W 

Missouri.____....... _.•._.__._._••.•••_._._ 1,48.') 395 295 885 590 1,765 

"\rkansns.•. ___ . __ .••_•.. __ ••••••_.......... 2,910 J,4~0 },655 1 !}IO 1,420 2,630 

Lotlisinnn.........._••.•••••_._•••.•. ___ •• _ 5,2.10 1,000 4, f>SO 2,125 6,800 5,040 

Oklnhoruu...._....___ •••.•.•.. _._•••••..___ 19,000 8, S60 8,360 14,8:10 12,930 11,385 

TOlas._. __ .................._••..._......._. 41,000 9,410 28,700 19,450 12,200 31,040 


Western....•••.._•.._.••••.•.•.._._. -I' 70,020 22.095 43, 720 I 38,3SO 34, 140 52,110 


'rota!.._•• _..........___••_._........ '6,Ot16 25,·12'J 49,620 ,m,774 38,8.10 !i6,705 


Texas is the largest single. producer of pecans, the crop usually 
amounting to from 30 to 50 pel' cent of tr:.cl total produ r lion in the 
United States. 'l'exas has occasional years of near failure, however, 
in which the State production has dropped to less than 20 pel' cent of 
the United States totaL The next State in volume of total produc­
tion is Oldahoma, producing ordinarily from 15 to 30 per cent of the 
crop. Of the States east of the Mississippi River, Georgia leads in 
production, with usually about 10 per cent of the total crop. 

Table 3 shows the production of seedling and improved types of 
pecans separately for the years 1919 to 1931. 

From GO pel' cent to 80 pel' cent of the seedling nuts ordinarily come 
from Texas and Oklahoma and most of the remaining seedling nuts 
come from the States bordering the lower Mississippi. About one­
tenth of the seedling llUts ordinarily come from the eastern group of 
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pecnn Stutes. On the other haud, the enstern group 11SUltily furnishes 
dose to 80 POl' cent of the llUts from improved kees and the lower 
Mississippi Vnlley States flll'uish )Host of the remrunder, Texns and 
OklfLllOma produeing ollly It smltll percentage of improved vnrieties. 
Georgilt ordillll1'ily supplies nbout 40 per cent of the nuts from il11­
pL'oved trccs, 'Mississippi and Alabnma coming next, with from 10 to 
20 per centi each of the improved vllrietics. 

NUMBlm OF PECAN TREES 

The number or p('ellll trees both of the impl'Oved and seedling 
j.ypcs is sllOwn in Tnhl('. 4. 

T,\Il1,g 4.-Number oj 1)eCIlI1 trees 	by I.ypc, and by States anti sectio1ts, ccn.w.~, 1025, 
c.~timatc, 1.920 

'L'otnl improved I Sccdling or wild, 10211 I 

Hl.nto nwl ~"('llon 
11m IO~'IJ I02\) Bcnrlng Nonhcnr·'fotlll(ccnsus) (eslilllnlr) (e.~1 itnnto) ngo jng ngo 

~----

Nori.h 1·llwlhlll. \0:1, SI4 :l20, 000 2;0,000 ,II, om :11,000 10,000 
HOlllh ('nrollnll•.•• : ~OO, ·107 :ltill,nOO 3!J5,000 20,000 2:1, om 2,000
(h~or~III ....... , .••••::.: . " 2, aU7, 000 a,w",om a,,11.1. (XX) IX),OOO 70,000 ~>(),OOO 
.!'lorldll,.... , ... . * .• ~ , 521, DUO lillO,OOO H2o, (K)() O.l,O(]() bO,OOO 15,000 
A hlbllllln", ••••• .. .. 701l.fl70 IlI(!,O(J() 89:I,(k)O ''',000 012, (KJO 6,000~~~ ~.,,~~-.-

MlsslsslppL•.• ...... - ". ... f>SO, ,102 !lila, 000 6:H, (XX) :l5D,OOO 2",000 liS, om 
I~nsll'rn_, .. .~ ~ . -~ .. , ·I,·ISO, :11\1 (j, SOS, 000 6,ISI,ool) 027,000 ·157,000 170,000

"=-~=..:--...:: .:!":::"~ '~--=-...!::~'.::~-:::.:.;:::.: ~~.=-=-..: ~~-
~ -~-

.;::-.--:'~~~~.:::~-:...--=-= ."=---=-= ,: 

MissOllri, 
Arklll1s~... 
IJotlishull\~~ 
OklllhulIlll ... 
~I'cxus_ ...... ~ .. ,~~~.~ 

... ,,- .. ~ .. 

. .. ... ..~ 

...... ,.,~ ~ ~ 

17-1,051 
70,767 

a!lO,'I32 
I, o:~~, DIS 
:!,'llS,5-1a 

,150,O(KJ 
~OI, lIOn 
812, ()()() 

2,000,000 
O,li(iU,OOO 

5, ()(X) 
2.il,OOO 
2-iI,OOO 
5(X),OOO 
liO(l,WO 

.J.I&,OOO 
r.50,Ooo 
5:11, (XlO 

2,.)OO,()OO 
0,000,000 

200,000 
'100,000
3M,OOO 

1,800,000 
4,1(~), 000 

170,000 
150,000 
17i,OOO 
noo,ooo

l. [,.10, 000 

"·estcrn, ................. 4, Olh~, 711 II, n2:~, nOn I, O!li, (XlO 9. Q20, 000 7,280,000 2, (HO, 000 
..;:.: 

'I'ol.aL R.tiMi,OfiO tS,·13I,()()() i,87S,()()() 10,55:1,000 7,737,000 2,810, ()(lO 

-~.. -,-~--

I IlIIpro\'cd trces IIro Ihose thnl hll\,c he~n grnllcrl, blldtle<I, or top-worked with scions or buds of imllro\'cd 
\'Ilriolies, Secdllng Irl~es Ilro thoso b"l'01l'11 Crolll lhe sced, hl~llI(lln~ IIII1.h'o wild (rce.,. 

Thc Ilumbcr of l1ILtive s('etlling trees CfLn never bc known accurately 
and it is diflieult to mn.ke It sfl,tisfactory estimate of them, The 
Fedel'l11 ccnsus enumcrates only trees reported on farms. Great 
numbcl's in woods n.nd on unoccupied lands not included in farms are 
not enllmerfl.ted, and probably many trees which might properly be 
inclll(\('d in a Inrm enumcration are ovcrlooked. The census of 1925 
I'epol'tnd '1,060,000 pecan trecs in Oklahoma, Texas, Arkansas, 
LOllisiann., and 1-lisflOUl-i. The greater number in these States I1re 
known to be seedlings, 'tlthough in Arknns!l.s Itnd Louisinntt a con­
siderable nllmber nrc rcporte(l in planted orchards. The 1929 
SlIrvey, including over 11,000 holdings, indicn.ted thnt thc number of 
~l'ees in. this ~ro.up of 5 States, including about 1,700,000 trees of 
llnproved YH J'lC ties, wns about 11,600,000 trees, The number of 
trees of improved vnri('tics ('an bc estimated more accurately. The 
1\)25 cenSLIS showed 4,486,000 trees in the Glending pecan States en.st 
of the Mississippi, most of which WCl'e improved varieties. Other 
('vidence n.t L1mt timc supported 1m'gel' figllres, and the survey of 
1920 indicn.tecl thn,t numbers of trees in. these 6 Stntes hnd increased 
hetw('en 1025 Itnd 1929 by Itlmost 50 per cent, The total nllmber of 
peclUl trees in the entire countlT in 1929, judging by the survey, wns 
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about 8,000,000 trees of improved types and more than 10,500,000 
seedling and wild trees, or n, total of more than 18,000,000 of all types. 
These figures do not tnke into account young trees in nurseries 01' the 
thickets of young saplings in the native pecan territory, and probably 
understate the number of wild pecan trees in the llfl,tiYe pecitn belt. 

AGES OF IMPROVED PECAN TREES 

The data in Table 5 refer to planted trees; the figures nre significan t 
ns showing the rapid increase in plnntings dming l'el'.ellt years. 
Bnsed upon study of ages for over 2,000,000 trees of improyed 
vitrieties reported in the smvcy, about 5.4 per cent of the total were 
pln,ntcd in 1929, and 36.8 per cent during the foul' years 1925-1928. 
Appro~d.mately 36 per cent of all were 10 years old and over and about 
58 per cent were 5 years and oyer. Probnbly nt lefl.st hnlf of the 
total plantings of improved trees, therefor, were not yet of bearing 
age in 1929. 

TABLI~ 5.-Number of pecan trees of improved varieties, by age gTIJIlPS, and by States 
nnd .~ections, 192,9 1 

N(;:'.rDlm OF 'L'REES 

I 30 Total Total1'lnnt· 1-\ 5-9 10-1,1 l.'H9 20-21 25-29 years ]0 yenrs 5 yearsStnte !md sectior. ell in yenrs yonrs j'cnrs years years years old vld and old and 1929 old olt! olt! old oltl old nnd O\'er overover 
-----1·-----------·--------------
Norlh Carollnn __ • 22,300 131,100 47,·100 33,500 30, 700 7, 300 fl, 100 600 is, 200 12.1, 600 
South Carolinll.... 10,000 157,000 rh, OCx) 401,000 30, ()()() 13, 000 10, 000 i,ooo 101,000 168,600 
Cleor!!in_._. ___ •••• 100,Oon 1,014,000 9H1, ()()() fl07,000 482,000 laO, 000 51,000 13, 000 1,373,000 2, 292, 000 
Florid."-__ ........ 12,000 156.000 J7S,OOO 119,000 00, 000 75, 000 25,000 3,000 282,000 457,OeO 
AJllblllllll ......... __ .. 49,000 250,000 232,000 J.l3,000 ISS,OOO IS, 000 9,000 4,000 362, 000 594,000
MississippL __ .... 23,·\00 206,000 J.l2,300 131,300 80, 000 2·1, 300 11, 100 ]5, 600 262,300 404.600 

E!lStern •. _•• 225. 700 1,91-1, 100 1,579,700 1,167,800 870,700 267, flOO 112,200 43,200 2, 461, 500 4, 041, 200 
========== 

Arkansns.•"_" _____ 30,.00 143,800 31,700 20,800 11, 500 3, 500 3,400 2, 900 45, 100 76,800
Louisinna ...... ___ .. 9,.2S0 Si.350 46,307 33, i43 56,518 32,899 8, iii 6, 186 ]38, om 184,370
Oklahomn__ ••__ ••• 100,000 :165,000 30,000 5,000 ___.......__ . ________________ . 5,000 35,000 
'1'exas _______ • _____ 63,400 :lS6,000 fl7,300 28,400 101,000 ]0,000 000 3,000 143,300 210,600 

Western ... __ • 2(13,080 9S2, 150 1i5,307 87,943 172,01846,399 13,017 12,086 331,463 SOO,770 
========== 

fL'otIlL __ ._~_ ·128,7802,896,2..,01,755,0071,255,743 I, <H2, 718 a13, 999125, 2J7 55, 28ri 2, i02, 963 .t, &17, 970 

PEHCEN'rAGE OF STATE '1'OTAL . 
North Cnrolina __ • 8.01 47.0 17.0 12.0 11. 0 2,6 ~ " 0.2 25.0 45.0 
South Cnrolinll .... 3.0 0\6.0 19. I 13. I 8.9 3.9 3: iii 2. ] 31.0 50. I 
OeOr!(itL.......... 3.2 29.7 26.9 20.4 H.I :l.8 1.5 .4 40.2 67. I 
Floridn........... 2.0 25.0 25.0 lU, 0 9.6 12.0 ·1.0 .5 45. I 73. I 
Alnb!\lluL ......... 5.5 28.0 .'16.0 10.0 21.0 2.0 1.0 .5 40.5 66.5 
Mississippi.. .. ." 3. i 32.5 22.-1 20.7 12.6 3.~ 1.8 2.5 41.4 63.8 

~ 

F.nsteru.... :l.7 30. 9 25.6 18.9 H.1 .1. 3 I. b .7 39.8 65.4 
c.=====..,..=~===

Arkansas.......... 12.1 57.:! 12.6 S.~ 5.8 1..\ La 1.2 18.0 30.6 
Loui~i!lnn... ...... :1.3 :11. I 16.5 12.0 20.1 11. 7 3. 1 2.2 49. I 65.6
OklnllOnlll....____• 20.0 73.0 6.0 1.0 ___._.___ ..___________ •.•_. __ • 1. 0 7.0 
'l'exns____ .• __ ..... 9.6 58.5 10.2 ,I. 3 15.3 1.4 .2 .5 21. 7 31. 9 

Western..... 12.0 58.9 10.4 5.2 10.2 2.7 .8 .7 19.5 29.8 
=========== 

'1'01111 •• ___ • b.·\ 36. S 2'2. 3 W.O 1;;.2 4.01 1. (\ . • 35. 51 57.8 

1 Estimnte b!lSed upon m:e distribution shown b;' 1029 sun'ey supplemented by numbers of benring age 
nne! nonbe:1ring uge reported by the census of 102.,. Does not include estimates by age groups of the 5,000 
improved trees estimated [or :'IiSSOllri iu 1929. 



•• 

10 'l'ECHNICAL DULLE~rIN 324, U. S. DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE 

TREND OF FUTURE PRODUCTION 

It would seem that increase in production will be rather mpid dur­
ing the next few years, but this will depend lar~ely upon the attention 
Teceived by the orchards and the extent to which insects and diseases 
are conta."olled. As with other crops, these difficulties tend to increase 
with concentration of production. There will probably be a con­
siderable loss of trees planted during the five years ended in 1929, 
in accordance with usual mortality of young plantings, and some loss 
of older trees. Even assuming a mortality of 40 per cent in these 
young plantings and 15 to 20 per cent in older trees, the number of 
planted trees of bem'mg age would increase about 25 per cent by 
1940, even if we include in those of bearing age in 1929 all trees 5 
years of nge or older. Although many trees reach bearilll? mge later 
than 10 yem's, most of the inlproved trees 10 years and older in 1929 
~wel'e then of bearing age. A large proportion of those in the group 
5 to 9 years in 1929 had probably re/wheel benTing age by 1932. In 
addition to this, in orchards in which the trees are properly spaced, 
the increasing bearing smface developed by the 16 per cent of trees 
from 10 to 14 years of age and the 13 per cent ranging fmm 15 to 
19 years will by 1940 have contributed a further material increase 
to production. 

The extent of increased production of improved varieties from 
these causes-that is, the increase in number of bearing trees and 
increase of bearing slU'Iace of trees now in production-might easily 
amount to 50 per cent or more within the decade. Increase fmm 
wild trees, if any, seems likely to be moderate. An increase even up 
to 100 per cent in production from improved trees would without 
allowing for any increase in seedling and wild nuts, increase the total 
production of pecans by only 25 to 30 per cent. . 

PRINCIPAL VARIETIES OF PECANS 

Datlt on varieties are incomplete. Table 6 shows the varietal 
distribution so fnr 11S it could be estimated from the survey. 

TADLE 6.-Pcrcenl.age of certain varieties of 1Jecan trees grown in .~pecified States 
and sections, 1929 

Miscel· 
l\{oncy- Ynn De- luneous SeedlingStatu find scction Stunrt Schley Success maker Illnn im- or wild 

provcd I 

---------11---1-----------------
North (,urolinn________________ __ 40.0 18. 8 :1. 0 1.8 __________ 23.0 12.8 
iJouth l'nroliuu .. _______________ _ 44. 4 34.8 2.2 __________ 2. M 8.9 Ii. 9
Oeorgitl__ __ ...M ~ __________________ 30.4 28.U 2.5 4.4 2.!1 28.3 2.6
Floridll __ .....____________ • ____ .. H.8 10.3 :l.U 5.8 ______ .. __ 5.5.8 U.4 

~__H.O 4.S __________________________ 76.2 5.0 
~It~?~l\~i)i:::::::::::::::::::::: :!:J.l 4. r, IS. fi ______________ ._____ 10.7 :lU.l 

.Ellstern______._____________ 20. I ' 20. U ~~ 4.2 a. (I 1. 6 :la. U 9.2 
Missouri..-______________________ :::-:::=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::-:::=:::====:: --1-.-I -----uH.ii 
Arkl\nsllS __ .. ~ __ •. ___ .. __________ 10.9 :1.4 4.9 a.u __________ 11.2 68.6 
Louislnnll___ oo ____ .. __ • ______ __ 111.4 2.5 3.0 1.0 .0 7.8 (,5.4 
OklnholUIL______________________ :1. 0 .0 J2. 9 82.8.71---------- __________I'rexlls __: _________________________ __I_.I_I ~__1_._2 = = ~~ 

\\ estern___________________ 3. S I. 2 ~ 1.4 .:1 . 1 7.8 8.1.4 
TotnL___________________ =12.8y====s.2I==:EfI===r:f'I==~ur=17.5 ==r.7.2 

I Miscellllneous includes other nnmed nnd llnnnmcd vnriclies of impro\'ed trees nnd mnr include smnll 
perccntllges of the lIllmed varieties shown in the other colulllns; in Georgill, 2.5 per cel·t Pnhst, 3.0 per cent 
~'rotscher, 2.2 per cent 'recbe, 1.4 per cent !\lohile, 4.U per <'Cnt Alley, 2.0 per cent JJelmns; 1.9 per cent 
Curtis; In Florida it includes 9 7 per cent Curtis, 0.11 per cent )\-[oore, 1.9 per cent ~Frotscher, 7.3 per cent 
'l'eelle, 0.9 per cent l'ahst, nnd 0.8 per cent Presidcnt; in Mississippi, 2.2 per cent Hnle, l.a per cent BlISS; 
In Okillholllll, O.S per cent Halbert lind 0.5 per cent Burkett; in 'rex8s, 1.8 per cent Burkett. Data for 
\'Brlotics lire less completo thlln for other itelUs of the survcy. 
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SIZE OF PECAN HOLDINGS 

The number of separate holdings of pecan trees in 11 producing 
States is pltteed in the United Stn,tes census of 1925 at 215,185. This 
enumemtion probably missed mnny trees on small holdings and is 
especially likely to have been deficient in sections in which there are 
many nn.tive trees in the fields or woods. 

The number of holdings in these 11 States for 1929 is estimated a,t 
266,727. (Table 7.) lvIost of the holdings are small, many consist­
ing of only a few trees, but there is a considerable number of the 
larger holdings and these include by fur the larger proportion of all 
pecan trees. . 

TABLE 7.-1Vw/I!ber 0/ holdings 0/ pecan trees, 1925 and 1929, and number 0/ trees 
in holdings 0/ stated sizes in 1929 

'1'otal holdings I Number oC trees in holdings oC stated sizes, 1929 I 

State and section 
192.1 192\1 1-19 20-19 50-99 I ()(H99 500-1 999 2,000 

(census) (esu, trees trees trees trees trees tr~::,dmate) 

--------1-----------------------
North Cnrolinn_____•_____ 15,mO W,241 115,000 54,000 fJO,OOO 56,000 29,500 15,500 
South Carolina____________
Georgla___________________ 
Florlda ___________________ 

1",703
-10,849 
12,9-17 

20,250
51,200 
HI,OOO 

130,000
472,000 
84,000 

:15,000
170,000 
70,000 

33,000
208,000 
75,000 

00, ()(JIJ
965,000 
210,000 

37,000
650,000 
113,000 

65,000
I, ()'!O, 000 

138, 000 
Alabama__________________ 
Mississippi..______________ 

26, 181 
21,538 

29,000 
2",300 

180,000 
111,000 

115,000 
76,!iOO 

115,000 
99,700 

320,000 
318,400 

150,000 
172,900 

00,000 
214,000 

----------.----------f---
Eastern _____________ 132, 148 159,991 1,992,000 520,500 580,700 1,929,400 1,152,400 1,532,500 

========I==='!=== 
MissourL_________________ 4,776 6,000 30,000 30,000 43,000 122,000 150,000 75,000 
Arkanslls__________________ 5,789 13,400 56,500 99,000 112,5OO 1G5,OOO 184,000 184,000
LouLqiana _________________ 18,152 2:1,700 126,000 114,000 84,000 180,000 122,000 186,000 
Oklahoma________________ 18,362 ~'6,30\l 146,000 166,000 159,000 717,000 845,000 867,000 
'1'exas_____________________ 35,958 37,336 100,000 230,000 280,000 1,180,000 1,850,000 2, 900, 000 

-----------l----I----I----f---
Western ____________ 8:1,037 100,736 518,500 6.19,000 678,500 2,364,000 3,151,000 4,272,000 

'I'OlIlL ______________ ~zoo.ml~~~~~~ 

I There are no positivc data on number of holdings of different sizes, the census material not having been 
tabulated ill form to show this information. 'rhese estimates Ilrc based upon a study oC distribution by size 
tor a number of represcntlltil·c counties in the important producing States. 

Native groves in the western group of States, particularly in Texas 
and Oklahoma, commonly comprise the holdings of an individual 
along the course of a stream and sometimes in a broader forested 
area, The stand of timber is made up of varying proportions of 

, pecans interspersed ,vith trees of other species. Single holdings may 
extend for many miles along a stream and its branches. Along the 
larger streams where the lowlands spread widely from the water­
course the pecan trees may be scattered over a rather broad area, but 
in many cases they form only a narrow fringe along the bank of the 
stream, In the valleys of the :Mississippi River and its tributaries 
the pecan is found scattered among the forest trees covering the broad 
areas of the alluvial flood plains. East of the Mississippi River low­
lands the trees are mostly planted in orchards that, often number 
many thousands of trees. :\lost of the extensive orchards are found 
on the lower coastal plains area, although smaller orchards are found 
scattered throughout the lower piedmont area. 

It is estimated that in 1929 the holdings containing over 2,000 
trees included a total of about 5,800,000 trees, or 32 per cent of the 
totali that holdings of 500 to 1,999 trees had a total of 4,300,000 trees, 
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or 23 per cent; holdings of 100 to 499 trees, a total of 4,300,000 trees, 
or 23 per cent; and holdings of less than 100 trees, a total of 4,000,000 
trees, or 22 per cent. 

Groves numbering over 2,000 trees in Texas contained 44 per cent 
of its hugo total of 6,660,000 trees. Georgia and Oklahoma have 
ILbout 30 per cent of their orchards or groves of this size, and Louis­
iana, Mississippi, and Florida 20 per cent. or more. 

Tho proportion of trees in holdings of different sizes has been esti­
mated on t.he basis of rather scanty dat.a, and the figures given in 
Table 7 should be considered as only rough approximat.ions. 

TREND IN PECAN PLANTINGS AS INDICATED BY CENSUS FIGURES 

The center of pecan production has been definitely moving east­
ward, with an increasing proportion of the total crop made up of 
cultivated types. J3ut the increase in the western part of the pecan 
section in the proportion of YOlUlg trees as reported in the census of 
1925, is significant of awakened interest and progress in that section. 
The trend in production is ill(licn.ted by the following statement: 

The census enumerations show the following numbers of pecan 
trees: In 1910, 3,203,000; in 1920, 4,806,000; in 1925, 8,555,000. 
Trees of bearing age were 48.3 per cent of the total number in 1910, 
53.8 per cent in 1920, and 49.9 per cent in 1925. 

Texas and Oldahoma had, in 1910, 77 per cent of the trees of bearing 
age; in 1920, 56 per cent; and in 1925, 48 per cent; whereas the States 
east of the Mississippi River had in these years, 17,36, and 45 per cent 
of the bearing trees, respectively. 

Of the trees not of bearing age, Texas and Oklahoma in 1910 had 41 
per cent; in HJ20, 25 per cent; and in 1925, 33 per cent. The States 
east of the Mississippi River had 51 per cent of the nonbearing trees in 
1910, 68 per cent in 1920, and 60 per cent in 1925. 

The inerease in plantings in the eastern section since 1925 has con­
tinued at a ru.pid pace but in the western section, the native home of 
the pecan, increasing attention has been given to the planting of 
orchards of improved vm·ieties of trees n.nd to tha top-working of 
nn.tive trees to improved varieties. Owners of western pecan lands 
are ceasing to cut large producing pecan trees for timber and are 
saving the native young growth by protecting the trees and. thinning 
the stand of other timber. Under these conclitions production of the 
ordinary native seedling nuts is likely to be maintained for a long time. 

PECAN CONDITION REPORTS AND FORECASTS 

Table 8 shows condition figures monthly from July 1 to October 1 
by States and for the United States, from 1920 to 1930 as reported by 
producers to the Bureau of Agricultural Economics. Oondition is in 
comparison with a normal or full-crop promise for the month stated. 
The N ovem ber figures show reported production as a percentage of a 
full crop. <II 
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TAJILID 8.-Pecan condiUon staied as a lJercentag6 of a full-crop 7Jromisc each month, 
.T11,ly-Oc/obcr, Ilnd for November, the reported 1lroduction (18 a 1JC1'Centagc 0/ a 
full crOll, by St(ltes, 191.')-1931 

11120 IIl21 
I 

1\122 1023 192·\ 
j 

1925 1U20 lU27 1028 192\) lU3U I 11)3\
81'lte lIutlmonth .lUlU 

---- ---- -;:\-;;P.et. P.et. P.ct. I'.ct.North Ollrollnll: P.ct. P.c!. P.c!. P.c!. P.e!. P.et. P.ct. 
02 71 80 71 i4 71 6:l 701
July••••••••••••• 65 51l 76 76 


07 i2 00 62 7a 
Augu~t, ••.••••••• '&i'" '1iO'" 61 77 62 i'I


'46'" '(i7''' (~I 78 48 78 60 60 64 &1 75
Septom ber ..... __ 
72 i5 45 83 lia M 00 54 70 


~-----October......... -_ .. _-­
:lfi 32 50 78 80 45 80 US 66 57 &I 73 


South Ollrolhlll: 

Novemher....... _.. _--­

58 M ifIJuly............. ~ ..... _.. - 82 81 72 81 85 72 OIl 1\6 73 

tH flU &I tl2 os 


'iii)'" . (xi'" 80 '48'" 70 66 50 76 M 60 46 67

AlIgllSL ..... __ ~ __ ~_ 65 72 r,1 70 60 •

Septembor....... 
 45 5fl MOotober. __ ....... 71 !Ill 45 80 63 55 


tJ(, 57 55 ·11 60 61
Novomher....... ..... --- 33 81 42 75 ·Ii 80 

GeorgiII: 


45 80 76 77 78 55 76 52 5.1 it

Jul~·..... __....__ 71l 34 70 

August.. __ . ", __ ...- .. -- ~-"--- ------ -_ .. --- 83 Ofi 1\7 7:1 54 73 4-1 40 70 


52 02 75 52 70 38 46 75
Soptem ber ...., .• -.. ~ .. -.. :1-1 80 36 7S 

7S 50 50 77 r>tl t!2 36 M 70
Octobor•• _...... ~ ..... ,,-- -- .. --- ------ -_ ..---


November....... _...... 
_..... :Il 70 ZJ 71 42 tll ill 4t1 68 33 au &1 


Florldll: -q

I~July............_ ..... ---- :m 62 --1/ 86 76 87 70 53 74 54 55 


49 75 42 4t! 75
8:1 65 80 70
.A\l~\lst .. - ........ -- .... 
 48 72
Soptomhor.,..._. '70'" '40'" 'io'-- -55--- 8:1 f>tl 80 72 52 70 48 

Octobor•.•. __ ' •• 
 80 51l 80 tit 52 68 44 52 77 


:J2 68 50 75 no 80 f>tl 41 tiS '10 44 ,0
Novembor"'_'" ...... _--

Alnhuml\: 


(,0 65 80 76 80 80 50 I, 52 til· 72
July............. _.. ---- 78 

72 37 70 +1 56 70
72 60 68
AugusL......... "88" 'r,o'" '74'-- -55--­ 56 tlS 74 4:1 69 ·13 57 75
Septombor....... 66 


till ·15 58 75
05 56 f>tl tlO 35
Octobor.......... - ..... --- ------ ------ - ....--­
70 30 70 36 55 iO
Novembor....... _.. _--- ~~) ------ 50 71 55 62 


Missi"siP!,I: 

80 83 78 70 8,'l i2 50 71 53 flO 7·t
July............. 05 50 


62 53 15 tH 47 71 ·10 ·18 71
Aullust.......... 
 '2S'" '75'" ':iii'-- 62 44 i5 os 47 i2 45 5a 67
Septemher...._.. 
-lot 72 38 57 (l,~
III 4tl 70 60 


Novombur_______ _... _--- 15 75 28 60 38 73 65 40 18 30 60 63 


Arkllllsus: 


Octobor..... ____ • ------ _.. ---- ------ -----­

75 65 t\5 78 tlO i3 611 50 74
Ju!y..--__ ....... ..... ---- _... _--- -----­ '72--' 71 tKl 60 57 42 j3
AUllust ...._. __ .. 50 63

'(',.1'" '21--' 62 48 41 iii
Soptomhor....... 77 '211'" 50 60 65 78 5n 


58 tH 4:; 46 71
OCltober•• _.••••• _... ---- - .. ---.., ------ -_ ..--- 60 ------ 07 i8 
tlO 58 &1 54 61 38 53 iU
Novomhor~._ ....... \10 11l M 


Lonlslllllll: "q
July.....________ 50 70 70 i5 71 rro I~ b2 61 tl9 

4 61l ;~ liO tl5 45 52 011
.;..v;...Angust.......... '00'-- tl2 


fi7 42 50 611 

70 62 40 70 42 66 07


Selltomhor.___... :J3 71 25 58 44 70 M 45 

Octn\Jur_........ _ _.... _-- ------ 03 37 


65
Novomher.. ______ rJ4 29 74 66 35 60 35 67 


Oklllllomll: 

-.. ---- la i5 11 


(H 48
July__ ........ ___ 07 55 r.o 76 i7 82 05 69 61 50 61 

os 59 67 58 40 52 43 5.1
Angust..... __ ••• ------ _... ---- ------ -- ..--- 03 


Soptember...._•• 20 ·\6 36 51 I\() 58 68
c.- ____ [l-1 44 48 41 48 

'0 51 34 50 44 47
Octohor_.._...... 67 5U 58 
 l.,46 56 ·10 33 51 48 46
November..__ ... ..... ---- 15 47 9 os 


'l'oxns:July.. _______ • __ • 30 51 34 66 66 44 M 43 50 60 46 65 
.... ---­ 5" 35 60
52 25 d3 35 50 ." 

Soptombor._.___• 85 30 44 9 51 40 20 60

AngllSt.......... ------ _.. --_ .. ------ -----.- 53 


35 52 40 33 58 

Octobor....__ ..__ - .. -- .. - ....--_ ... ------ ------ 50 35 25 t\5 32 56 40 32 56 


November....... _..... --- 8 45 6 
 49 30 20 72 23 39 42 27 58 


UnltetlJulyStllt.OS: 
__ • _____• ___• 71.5 58.6 68.3 bO.4 57.4 58. a 5O.S 60.9 
Angnst.. __ ....____.. __ 60.7 57.4 44.7 66.6 43.4 55.1 51.0 41.2 62.S 
Septomber....... ____ .. 58.0 47.2 ·11.3 

83.2 38.5 56.3 53.4 72.6 

6,'i.·1 ·12.1 55.7 42.7 40.3 61. 6 

Ootobor______ .. __ .. __ .. 58.8 43.5 42.9 66.S 30.2 55.7 41.9 41.1 
 5R 6 


'3i~ii' ~i!~::I~i~~:~Novcmber..__... __ •__. 'iii~ii' 51.3 37.7 45.1 71.2 31.6 57.4 40.9 au.o 59.1 
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These figures have a relation to the fillal size of the crop, but it is 
not a close relationship in the early months. (Fig. 2.) The condi­
tion figure tends to approach closer each succeeding month to the N0­
vember figure on percentage of full c:!:op produced. The November 
figure itself usually fails to reflect the full extent of the variation from 
year to year in the actual production as fmally estimated. Uncer­
tuinty lessens as the season develops. The condition figures tend to 
be too low in very good years and too high in bad years, but the 
tendency in most years is to be too high. Decreases are seen to be 
greater than increases. Tlus is logical, as the crop has a limited pos­
sibility of improvement but might be ahnost totally lost under very 
adverse conditions. 

Ueports issued by the Department of Agriculture ordinaIily show 
only condition on the first of the months of July to October, in per-

C~~T ,----,-----,---,----.--,----,---,----,---,---,~?c~~~; 
PEA CENT OF CROP CONDITION 

80 -+--t" -October 
.----August 

--September 
-July 

80 

70 r----t---t-­ 70 

60 .I-----\---i-/. 60 

50 50 

40 40 

30 30 

20 20 

10 r---r-~~-~-~----t--~--+---+--+--~ 10 

o 0 
1920 1921 1922 1923 1924 1925 1926 1927 1928 1929 1930 

FIGURE 2.-Pecan reports for the United States, 1920-1930. 

'1'ho relation between condition and production tends to become closer each month. The tendency
in IIIost years Is for the early tlgurcs to be too high. Production was not estimated prior to 1924. 
(X ropresents preliminary eSlimntes of absolnte production. Revised estimates are shown in 
'rllble 2.) 

centuge of a full-crop prolluse, in compaIison with previous months 
and years. Later jn the season, forecasts and estimates may be made, 
based on study of the current reports of the crop condition in compari­
son with condition and final production in past years, on the reports 
of correspondents concerning production on their own farms, and on 
the personal investigations of agIicultural statisticians of the United 
States Department of Agriculture in the different States. These are 
the pIincipal available indications of production that can be used 
while the crop is still being marketed and until shipment records 
become available. 

COST OF PRODUCTION 

The cost-of-production data presented in this bulletin were ob­
tained in the spring oi 1929 by personal interviews with pecan growers 
in the leading pecan-producing districts of Georgia, Florida, Alabama, 
Mississippi and Louisiana. The data refer to improved vaIieties 
only. 
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The practices and expenditures in terms of physical quantities and 
money are based on the most common method of orchard develop­
ment and management as now practiced by peCtlll growers. Methods 
and practices in the development of young pecan orchards and in the 
care of bearing orchards have lmdergone many changes during recent 
years, changes natural for an industry as young as the pecan industry. 
The old idea that it was necessary only to plant a pecan tree and let 
nature care for it until it came to bearing age has been proved a 
fnllacy. :Mnny growers now realize that pecan trees require as much 
care and nttention as do other horticulturnl crops. Perhaps the 
greatest improvements have been ill better cultural practices, better 
fertilization, including the use of cover crops, Itnd more suitnble 
planting distances for young orchards. Even though these improve­
ments aro rather widely known, many orchards at present receive 
such indifferent care that the owners do not realize a profit. 

Cost estimates are shown (or orchards that have received reason­
ably good Cltre, but not necessarily the best care. Notwith8tanding 
great variations in methods IUl<i practices, ench district has a general 
predominating method of orchard management on which the cost 
estimates n,re based. 

"Vherc field crops were grown in the orchard for harvest, only a 
part of the cost of such items as prepnTation of the land and cultiva­
tion of the total orclllrrd acreage and of the cost of taxes and of in­
terest on the investment was charged to the pecan orchard. The 
basis for such charges WIlS the extent of the land area used by the tr.ees. 
This method assumes that the growing of interplanted cash and ieed 
crops reduces the cost of certain items involved in developing the 
trees and in producing the nuts, in proportion to the land area u8ed 
by crops ~ro\\'n in the orchard. This is an arbitrary and not aHo­
gether satlsfactory basis for distributing these costs, but is the best 
that could be used UIn!or the existing circumstances. The costs us 
shown are based on prices paid for labor, materials, and other items, 
in 1928. 

Tho cost of developing pecan orchards for the first 10 years was 
used to represent tho cost of bringing an orchard into bearing age. 
No creclit was given for the value of nuts produced during tl>is period. 
In some (listricts some production before the eleventh year can be 
Ilnticipated, especially from early-bearing varieties, but such produc­
tion from most vnrieties is not of commercial importance. 

The cost of operating bearing pecan orchards is shown for orchards 
of 15 to 19 years of age. The majority of the bearing orchards sur­
veyed were of this age. 

EXPLANATION OF ITEMS 

Lab07' and power mtes.-Chu:rges for man labor are based on pre­
vailing local rates for lltbor hired by the day in 1928. Rates for horse 
work nre based on the estimnted cost of keeping work stock. Charges 
for use of tractors are based on the estimated cost of operating tractors. 

Snpel'vision.-Supervision refers to the labor of a general super­
visory nature performed by the owner or hired manager. This 
labor wns charged at double the rate for ordinary labor . 

.i\:laterials.-Such items as trees, commercial fertilizer, manure, 
cover-crop seed, and spray mltterials were charged at cost when pur­
chased, and Itt farm vulue when produced 011 the farm. 
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Orcharcisanitation.-Orchard sanitation includes such operations ns 
knocking ofl' scnb-infested leaves and nut shucks in the winter, dis­
posing of girdled twigs and limbs, destroying web worms, etc. 

Rate oj 1vork per day.-The term "rate of work pel' dny" refers to the 
amount of work done per day on the basis of the entire orchard 
acreage and accounts for the relatively large number of "orchard 
ncres" covered a day for such operations as cultivating tree rows and 
applying fertilizer around trees, where only It portion of the actual 
orchard space is covered. 

ReserL'e jor orchard l:ep"zetion.-A charge for depletion of the orchard 
based on its bearing life is usually included in a study of orchilI'd 
costs. As the production of inlproved varieties of pecans has been 
under way for so short a time that flO one knows the benring life of 
un improved pecan orchard, no charge for orchru·d depletion is in­
cluded in this study. There are records, however, of seedling pecan 
trees ovcr 100 years of a~e which are still bearing. If improved 
varieties have as long a penod of bearing life us seedlings, this charge 
would obviously be so small as to be almost negligible. 

Ocerhead.-Ovcrhend includes a charge for such items of general 
farm mnintenance expenses ns building nnd fence rcpnirs, general 
fm·m insUl·nnce, und miscellaneous cash Ilnd labor items used in operat­
ing the fn.rm. In this study overhend wns estimated as amounting to 
15 pel' cent of the cost of labor, power, and materials used in pecan 
production. 

Intel'est.-Dming the development period, interest was figured for 
a specific year nt prevailing rates on the previous year's development 
costs and on the originul vulue of the land occupied by the trees and 
on the value of the mnchinery used in developing the orchard. The 
interest churge for bearing orchards was figmed on the total computed 
cost of developin~ an orchurd into bearing, plus interest on. the value 
of the land occuplCd by the trees and on the value of maclunery used 
in opcrn,ting the benring orchard. For orchards purchased, interest 
should be computed on the price paid. Orchards in some districts 
may sell for 11I01·e thnn the cost per acre as computed in this study. 

Use oj machinery.-Mnchinerycosts include depreciation and repairs 
for tillage implements and other machinery used in handling orchards, 
excluding tractors. The charge for tillage implements was estimated 
at 3.75 cent,s per horse hour used. Sprayer charges were estimated at 
65 cents un hour of use. 

Ta.tes.-The tax char~e is a pro rata share of the 1928 land tax; the .... 
purt charged to pecuns IS in proportion to the value of the lund used 
by the pecan trees. In general, young peca.n orchards are ussessed at 
the stUlle vnlue as lund of the same grade WIthout trees. 

FARMS STUJ>IED 

Records were obtained on it totul of 222 pecan farms located in nine 
importunt pecun-producing districts. (Fig. 3.) In all, 408 blocks of 
trees, ench block representing a separate planting, were included in the 
study. In all these districts small orchards were found, but a number 
of the pecan flu·ms studied had several hundred acres, which require 
the full-time services of the owner or manager und a corps of assistants. 
Some of the larger pecun farms are operated by companies or indi­
vidual caretakers who care for the orchards of absentee owners. The 
holdings of these absentee owners nrc usuully small, 5-l1cre tracts being AI 
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the most common size. In this study a group of these holdings under 
one management was considered as one farm. (Table 9.) Because of 
this fact thes(} farms can not be said to be typical of individual holdings, 
so far as size of orchards is concerned. It should also be borne in 
mind that selection of these farms was necessary because of the 
desirability of interviewing men who had cared for their orchards for 
some time and because of the necessity of collecting facts on orchards 
thu,t were in the developmental stuge und on others that were of 
bearing age. The age of these orchards varied frOTH less than 1 year 
to over 30 years, but in selecting a group on which to base I1U estimate 
of the cost of operl1ting bearing orchards, those from 15 to 19 yel1rs of 
age were used. The ml1jority of the bearing orchl1rds surveyed were 
of this age. 

Yield records obtuined in the field were supplemented by infor­
ml1tion from n mailed questionnaire survey conducted by the Division 
of Crop and livestock Estimates. 

DISTRICTS WHERE 

COST-OF· PRODUCTION 

STUDIES WERE MADE 

FIGUln: 3.-Cost·of·protluctloll studies wero made In nino of the principal districts producing 
impfO\·cd varieties of pecans 

TABLE 9.-N1l1nber of farms studied, by Statcs, and by acreage in peean.~, 1928. 1 

Georgia Florida Alabnma 
Missis- Louisi· 

-------!.-----I--------!sippi- anu-
Acre~ in pecans 

,\.Iban'· . 'rh'!tlI. ~lonti· Enst· ~robilc Selmu Eu· coast port ' I I Gulf Shreve­
... "asnllc eclIo ern • (aulaI \

------1--:----1----------- ­1 11l.\"'rtmbcr .l,Tu,mber lVumber!J.YumbcrfNlLmber lVtLmber"1.Vumbcr lVumber '}tumber
25 nnd under __•••••._..... :I 0 18 ' 23 1 5 3 :I 22 1 
26·50. ..................... 4 2 6 7 3 3 4 4 2 
51-i5................. ...... 1 1 1 5 1 1 1 6 3 
76-JUO .... ~_ ..... _"' ___ .. _~_ ... __ .~ 3 2 0 4 1 3 1 2 2 
101-125....................' 1 3 2 0 1 0 0 

gt:~L::=::::::::::=::::l 1 
176-200.--... --­ ••. -... -...H'4
Over 200..._.............._ 19 

2 
0
1 

g 
1
2 

~ 
1
I 

~ 
0
2 

~ 
0
2 

6 
0
4 

8 
1
2 

0 
2
4 

'I'otal..............._ ·10 1--10-,--3-1--4-".--13-'---I4 --14-]--4-0 --16 


I lIranj" of the farms listed with largo acreage. llr2 mudllup of small indh'idunl holdings (usuallj" 5·aere 
tracts) under the samo management. 

Sml111 individual holdings under one ml1nagement are found most 
frequently in the Albany district of Georgia. This district represents 
one of the most extensive districts now producing improved varieties 
of pecans. Fifty-eight per cent of the farms studied had all of their 

125625°-32--2 
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crop acreage in pecans; 42 PCI' cen t had only a part of their crop 
acrenge in pecnns, the remainder being planted to such crops as 
cotton, corn, peanuts, and hay. UsUttlly cllsh and feed crops are 
produced Ilmong the trees of the young pecan acreage in this district. 
It is on the nortilem fringe of the Albany district that pecan orchards 
are opemted in connection with the production of cotton and other 
field crops. In the centml and southem part of the district pecan 
production is more specinlized. 

On the farms studied in the Thomasville district of Georgia the 
entire crop Ilrrenge WllS usuitlly plnnted to pecnns, although on a few 
fnnlls the production of crops on land not in orchard was of some 
importnnce nne! consisted mainly of com and hay, In the young 
orchards, the usunl pl'U.ctice is to grow fidd crops for harvest. 

In the two :Floridn. districts cwps am usulllly grown in the pecan 
orchard in the early stages of tt'ee growth. On many of the pecan 
farms in these districts, such crops as corn, hay, cotton, peanuts, and 
melons arc grown on lnnd not in orchard. On other farms the entire 
crop acreage is phll1tpd to pectlns. A large proportion of the pecan 
fanns studied arc relatively small. 

On many 01' the pecan fnrms in the l\fobile district of Alabamn, 
SatsUI11ft omnges n.l'e interplanted with the pecan trees and additional 
sm!tIl acrenges of cotton, COt'll, nnd hay are grown. 

TAnI,g lO.-Percentage di.~trib/lfion of blOCh'S of 1!ecan frees by age group, and by 
number of I rees set per acre I 

------·--~----~---7----~----------~----._--_.-----

, . CllderlOilOlOIQ ~o yours Cnder 10 10 to 19 20 YIllITS
N umher of trl'tlS yenrs of ,'lllIrs of ~lJmlwr or treesofrlgo yeuTS of yellrs of of IIgeset )ler ,1(:ro ngo' ngc Set per acrenmlover age nRo and over 

-----11·-----------1----- ---------
Prr ernt Per ccnt Pa cellt Per anI Per etnl Per ctnl 

Under !1.._._•••• __ _ 0.2 :I. ~ :l. S 21-2:1.••___ .... _._._ 3.5 6. U 6.4 
11-11 •••••• _•••••••.• 3. i 2. 0 '2·1-'.!6_. ___ .. _______ ~. 2.1 .5 o·t '. 
12-1-1 •.•.••••••• <> 30::i 21.S 1-1. I I 2i-~~I•• _••.•••.•_._. 3.5 12.8 21.8

!!S.!! Ovor 20______.. _~_,,_la-Ii •. _.......... . 35.U :u.n .i 4.3 9.0 

18-20 ......... _._ 10.6 1-1.9 1-1.1 


----------~----~----~----~, ----------~----~----~-----
I Bused on ·IOS hlocks of trees, oMh hlock re(1rescntill~ n sepnrnte planting. (Tnble II.) 

In the Eufaula and Selma districts of Alabama nnd in the Shreve­
port district of Louisiana the majority of the pecnn fnrms studied 
not only ha(t crops in the young orchards, but they nlso contained n 
considern.ble additiolHll acreage of cotton and corn, and in mllny 
instances, of oats, hay, and peanuts. In the Shreveport district 
crops are genel'lllly gl'Own in the betlring orchards. Genemlly the 
ncrellge of field crops outside of the orchard exceeded the acrellge 
devoted to pecans. It mn,y be sllid that these districts represent the 
type of fanning where pecn.DS llre produced in a more or less generlll 
fanning system with cotton and corn the mnjor farm enterprises. 

Many of the peCIlll farms studied in the :Mississippi Gulf COllst 
district are reln,tively small. lUthough a few pecnn growers plant 
truck m'ops llnd Satsuma oranges in the orchnrd, the geneml practice 
is not to intercl'Op the orcllill'd. :Many of the growers have additional 
smllll ac;t'ellges for feed crops. 
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PLANTING DISTANCES OF PECAN TREES 

In the early days of the pecan industry there was a tendency to set 
trees more closely togethe.r than has been the practice during recent 
years. Of 408 blocks of trees, more lihan 50 per cent of those that 
arc 20 years of age and over were set at the rate of 18 or more trees 
to the acre; of those under 10 years of age only 20 per cent have as 
many as 18 trees to the acre and 44 per cent have 14 or fewer trees to 
the acre. (Table 10.) The square method of planting is the one most 
commonly used. 

The variation in number of trees set per ReTe in the orchards studied 
is from 4 to 50. (TRble 11.) However, 121 blocks of trees were set 
50 by 50 feet, or 17 to the acre, Ilnd 82 were set 60 by 60 feet, or 12 
to the acre. These are the two most common planting distances 
observed. 

TABLE 11.-Distribl1tio71 of blocks of lJecan trees by age group, and by number of 
trees .~et per acre 1 

I to 4 5 to 9 10 to 1-1 15 to 19 70 to 24 25 to 29 30 yearsNumber o( troes set per acre ycnrs years years years years years and over 

---------1-------------------
Number lVumbcr J."V"urnber 1Vumber l..Vumbcr Z.{umber ]!lumber50_______________________________ __________________ •_______ •••• I . ___ . ___ ._ . ___ .._. ___ .._______ 

48 ____ ..._______________________ .. ___ .. _____ .. __ .. _.. _______ ,. __ ... + 2 2 __________ ... ________ _~ 

36___ •• ___ ._._._. ___ •___________ .• ____ •• ____ ._______ __________ I I I 1 

~t:::=::===::::=:::~:::::::::: ::::::::::I:: ::::::~: -- -- --.-~-I :~::::::~: ::=:::::~: :=:=:=:=:: :::::::::i2\1 ___ • ___ •• _______ •____________ ••_______ ._ • ________ ••_______ • _______• __ • I . _________ . ________ _ 
Zi ____ •___ ~_ ...... ~_ .... ______________ 2 3 10 H 12 2 2 
240 __ • _______ ._. ________ ••____._ •• _____ .__ 3 •_______ ._ 1 ._, _____ , ___________ •________ _ 
22________ •_______ • _______________________ ._________ I I • __________________ , • ________ _ 
21. ___ ._._, _____ ._______________ 3 2 5 6 4 1 •________ _ 
21)._. ___ ._______________________ 2 6 11 14 7 2 
19 ______ • _____ ._________________ 2 2 1 I ___________________ _ 
18____ . _______ ._________________ 2 1 I I I ___________________ _ 
17________ ,_____________________ 20 25 21 34 12 7 2 
16___ .. _________________________ 2 2 2 • ______________________________________ _ 
15________ 2 1 2 1 __________ ________ _~_____________________ _________ ~ 

14, ____ -'_ .• , ___ ._.____________ 2 t 4 3 __________ I _________ _ 

:~:::=::::::::::::::::::::::::== 11 :J -------is- ·------iii--·-----g- --------2- ::::::::::11 ________ •_____________________________________.___ 2 3 __________ • _________ • _________ 
10_____ • __ •_____ ._______________ 2 4 2 __________ I I _________ _ 
8____•• _. ___ •________ ._________ I 3 1 I 1 ._. _______ •___.. ___ _ 
7_____• ______________ .__________ I 2 •________ • __________ •_________ ._..._. ___ •________ _ 
6_____ • ___ ._____________________ I 2 1 ______ • __ • ______ • ________ • ___ • 1 
5_______________________ ._______ 2 ________ •_____• ___ ._ I _____________________________ _ 
4. ____________________ •_______ ._ . ____ .____ 1 2 I __________ • ________ _ 

'1'ota1. __ ._ •••••_•• _____ •• _ 8-1 86 102 15 9 

I A total o( 408 blocks o( trees, each block representing a separate planting. 

The age at which pecan trees begin to crowd each other uepends on 
the variety and to a large extent on the fertility of the soil. With 
reference to this point a published report I based on an orchard of 
the Frotscher variety at Thomasville, Ga., gh-es the information in 
the following paragraph. 

Trees of the Frotscher variety in this section are vigorous growers 
and \vide spreaders and crowd each other at an earlier age than do 
trees of some other varieties. At about 12 or 13 years of age trees of 
this variety set 50 by 50 feet, or about 17 to the acre, were very 
symmetrical and uniform in shape and had attained a growth which, 

I PARKER, C. S. PROPEl! DISTAI1CE rOR _TREES IN A PEC.II1 GROVE. Nnt!. Pecan Growers Assoc. Proc. 
19'2"2: 48. 19'22. 
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in many instances, allowed the limbs from adjacent trees to touch 
each other. During the next. two ,;'ears the lower limbs, with few 
exceptions, died, thereby greatly reducing the bearing surface of the 
trees. Later, the evon numbers from the first row and the odd num­
bers from the second row (and so on) were removed, leaving the trees 
that remained at about 71 by 71 feet, or about 9 trees to the acre. 
Since the removal of the excess tr~es, the remaining trees have 
flourished and ure again developing their rounded forms. 

During the first few yearg of the bearing life of a pecan orchard, or 
up to the time the trees begin to crowd, a greater production pel' acre 
can be anticipated from trces ::.et fairly close together. N otwithstand­
ing the possibility of a greater yield for the first few years it is doubtful 
if this added production will morc than offset the cost of carrying the 
excess trees through the development period and the cost of removing 
them when they begin to crowd. If the trees are set close together 
they should be so spaced thn.t those remaining, after some have been 
removed, will be in a fairly symmetrical arrangement. 

If the excess trees are not removed when they begin to crowd, 
natll1'e will come to the aid of the trees in their search for sunlight. 
and air Imd cause the lower limbs to die so that a large amount of 
valuable bearing surface will be lost. As there is always the danger 
that the removal of excess trees will be delayed too long, perhaps the 
safest course to pursue is to set the trees a greater distance apart. 
Table 11 shows that, as many of the recent plantings n.re set too 
close for the future weH-being of the mature orchard, ~Iome of these 
trees should be removed nfter a few years of bearing lif\~. 

CONTROL MEASUUES FOR PECAN SCAB INFESTA.TION 

Some of the fungus diseases affecting the pecan are the brown leaf 
spot, blotch, downey-spot, and scab. Of all of these, pecan scab is 
of the most economic importance. 'rhis disease affects the leaves, 
twigs, and nuts of the pecan tree ''lith by far the greatest injury to 
the nuts. It is most serious in districts of high humidity, high tem­
perature, and freq uent summer rains. Until recently pecan scab 
was not of great economic importance except in the southeastern 
United States within a distance of from 50 to 100 miles from the 
const. Scab infestation has continued to spread, however, until it is 
fairly well distributed over the pccan belt except in the drier district.s 
of the Southwest. 

TOP-WORKING 

Formerly many cultivated varieties of pecans were thought to be 
practically imnllllle to sCllb infestation. The Teche, Curtis, Money­
maker, Russell, Stuart, and Frotscher were considered highly 
resistant. Of the cultivated varieties most susceptible to scab 
Delmas, Georgia, Alley, Van Deman, SchleY1 Pabst, :Mobile, Success, 
and :Moore may be classified in the order named.2 Recent observa­
tions, however, indicate that the scab fungus is becoming of economic 
importance on the so-called highly resistant varieties. 

As the effective control of t.his disease is a matter of great importance 
to the pecan industry the practice, widely followed, of top-working 
sllsceptible varieties to so-called nonsusceptible varieties may need 

1 DEM.~R~:~:, J. B. PECAN SCAR WIT" SPECIAL REFEREl';CE TO SOURCES OF TIlE EARLY SPRING INFECTION. 
Jour.•-\gr. l{cseurch 28: 321-330, illus. 1U2·1. 
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to be abandoned and othcr methods of control adopted. The cost of 
top-working to so-called nonsusceptible varieties and the time re­
quired for the top-worked tree to come into conunercial bearing again 
are important items for consideration. So many factors enter that a 
reasonable cstimation of this cost is difficult. Estimates indicate that 
tIl!' total cost of top-working including nccessary care following will 
approximate $1 for each inch in diameter of the top-worked treo. 
The lengt,h of time before top-worked trees co'ue into bearing again 
depends on a numbcr vT{;onditiollf' but it is safe to state that the new 
top will begin beliring in from.;, to 5 years and will yield a com­
mercial crop in 6 to 8 ycnrs.3 

COST OF SP"AYING AND DUSTING 

In humid rcgioils where scab is pl'Cvulent, spraying or dusting 
susceptible varieties may be essential to save the pecan crop. With 
indicn,tions of a hel1vy crop set in the spring, spraying or dusting 
these varieties mny mean the difference between no crop and a full 
crop. The impression previtils in some sections that the cost of 
spraying and dusting is prohibitive. The estimates of the cost of 
these operations (shown in 'rable 12 for the yenr 1928) should serve 
to disprove thh assumption. 

TABLE 12.-C01nlJa.ralive cosl per acre per season of slJraying, and dusting 16-year­
old TiCcan trees sct 12 to the acre according to a common method and at cost rates 
prcvaU,:ng in .l928 

Spraying Dusting 

Item 
QunnCty Cost Quantity Cost 

-------------~---I------------

Mllterinls used, per IIcre: Gal/ons Dollars Pounds DollarsBordc!lux mixture :1-4-50._. ___._._._________• ____ ._________ !lOO 4.86 ____________________ 
20-80 copper-limo dusL__________._.____________________ •___ ._. __ ••. _. __________ 240 14.40 

!\-lImbcr NumberA ppliclltions __________ • ______ •________________________________ • 3 __________ 4 • _________ 

tJ5Ulli crcw:[\[011 _____ • ___________________________ • ____________________ • 3 ___ ______ 2 _____• ___ _ 
Horses •••• _. __ ••______ •__ • _._._ •• __ •• _________•_. ____._____ 2 2 

COS~\),~~ '1~~(:;r ___.______________________ ~__"__ "_" _____"_____ ". J/O\l,~~3 2. Coli Hemrs2 .38 
lIorso work __ "_________________________ . ___ •____________ •• : 10.2 1.28 2 .25 
SpTllycr u5e. _____________________ ••••_____ •• _•••_•••• _."'. 5.1 3.83 I . i5 

'1'otlli •• __ ••.•_•••••.•• _._. ___ ..• •••-.-_"I~~==-w:78H "- •• - ••••• ----

On the bnsis of 16-year-old trees set at 60 by 60 feet, or 12 to the 
acre, the cost per acre of three applications of a standard 3-4-50 
Borden:ux mi,ture is about $12.60, while the cost per acre of four 
applications of a 20-80 copper-lime dust is about $15.80. Based on 
the recommended number of applications of wet spray and of dust 
(three and four, respectively) these figures show a somewhat higher 
cost pet· nere for dusting than for spraying. On a tree basis, the 
cost per senson is $1.05 for spraying and $1.32 for dusting. With 
pecans sclling at 30 cents n· pound, about 3~ pounds of nuts per tree 
would pny for a senson's spraying and 4}~ pounds would pay for a 
senson's dusting. 

I BL.leKlION. Q. 11. TOI'·\\'OItKI:-Ia I'EG.IN TI'EES. Fia. Agr. Expt. Stn. Eul. liO: lSi. 1U2-I. 
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On the farms visited in 1928 neither the practice of spraying nor 
that of dusting was commonly followed. Considering the increased 
yield thnt normally may be e~l)ected in humid districts, as a result 
of spraying or dusting varieties susceptible to scnb, it appears that 
these control m, 'aSlU'es may be practiced to advantage. 

.A sprayer ,of sufficient power and capacity for efl'ective work in 
old pecan orchards costs about $1,250, whereas n suitable duster 
costs about $500. To justify the purchase of a spmyer a growH 
should have not less than 25 acl'CS of pecan orchard and for the 
pun~huse of n duster probably not less than 10 acres. Some pecan 
growers with small ftCreages mu,y find it advantageous to own this 
equipment in partnership with neighbors. 

CONTROL MEASURES F0R PECAN INSECTS 4 

Among the various insect·') which nttack the pecan and cause 
dnmage, the pecan leaf case-bearer, the pecan nut case-bearer, the 
black pecan aphid, and the hickory shuckworm are of major economic 
importance; in limited locnlities the obscure scale and the pecan 
weevil are nlso of considl'l'Ilble importnnce. 

The pecnn lenJ case-bearel' occurs in very injurious numbers in 
orchards in the southern portion of the pecan-growing urea, extending 
from Florida to Texas. This insect docs not atttlck the nuts directly, 
but it. destroys many blossom buds in the spring. As the initial 
ncti \rity of the larnc of this insect in the spring is confined to the 
t.erminnl and Iaternl buds after differentiation hns taken place, the 
damage t,hey do pln,ys an importnut part in l'educin~ the yields. 

Pecnn growers annually use considernble quantities of calcium 
arsenate in the coutl'ol of this insect. This insecticide is used nt the 
rate of 1 pound to 50 gallons of 3-4-50 Bordeaux mh-ture. Under 
no circumstances should calcium arsenate be used without Bordeaux 
mi:..:ture, us more or less serious injury to the foliage or nuts is likely 
to result if the mi"ture is not used. Only one thorough spraying is 
necessary to control this pest. This spraying should take place at 
the tinle of the last Bordeaux application for pecan scab, leaf blotch, 
or brown lenf spot-nbout July 15. 

The pecnn nut case-bearer has often been reported as destroying 
from one-third to three-fourths of the total crop of wild pecnns in 
various localities in Texus. It is also present. in Florida, Georgia, 
Alabama, :Mississippi, and Louisiana, \\'here it occasionully becomes 
n serious pest. Serious destruction in most of these localities occurs, 
on an average, in only one year out of five. Considernble study hus 
been devoted to the problem of controlling the pecan nut case-bearer, 
but because of the peculiar habits of the pest no satisfactory practical 
control measure has yet been devised. 

The black pecan aphid, like aU other plant lice, feeds upon the 
sap which is sucked up through the beak thrust into the tissues of the 
leaf. The dama~e caused by this insect is difficult to estimate. In 
times of a severe infestation there is undoubtedly a drain which inter­
feres with the proper functioning of the tree. Coupled with this, the 
premature defoliation resulting from the feeding of the aphids has a 
tendency to result in unfilled and undeveloped nuts. Owing to the 
fact that it takes considernble spruy material properly to spray large 

• For further Informntion on peenn insects nnd their control sec Farmers' Bulletin 1654, Insects of the 
Peenn nnd How to Control Them. 



23 AN ECONOMIC S'I'UDY OF THE PECAN INDUSTRY 

pecan trees, growers are rather reluctant to usc nicotine sulphate 40 
per cent, which is at present recommended, but a considerable quan­
tity of this insecticide is used ench season in controlling the aphid. 

The hickory shunkworm occurs in practically every section of the 
pecan belt. :Millillg or tunneling of the shucks often results in the 
Improper development of the nut kernels and prevents the natural 
scpnrntion of the shucks from the nutshells. Nuts infested by the 
shllckwonn flrc often undersized and nre usually later in mnturing 
tluUlIlTe those thnt itre froc fl"Om this pest. The damage is not restric­
ted ell til'ely to the lllatured uu ts, (or in the spring and early summer 
the lurvro destroy the smull, green nuts by en.ting out the interior. 
Injury of this t}Tpe is not so noticeable ns that caused in the fnll, but 
it should not be minimized, since investigations hltve shown that it 
plays no smnll parti in the Teduetioll of the nut crop. Since the 
l11Sl'cts pass the winter ns lnry::c in the shucks, one means of niding 
control is to gn,thCl' lIud destroy all shucks during or inunediately 
after hllrvest. Some pecnn gl'OWel'S use sheets for harvesting their 
crop; in so doing the shueks are conveniently piled on the sheet and 
nl'e In tel' removed front the [,,>1'ove and destroyed. As yet no satis­
l'llctory spmying method for shuckworm has been devised. 

YIELD OF PECANS 

Economicnl yields al'C the basis o( successful crop pr~duction and 
should be the goaL of every orchardist, Unlike annual crops, pecan 
trees can not be taken on trinl and then easily discontinued if the 
results do not meet expectations, Since a pecan orchard represents 
a considerable investment and requires a number of years of care 
bcfore giving any retul'll, it is especirlly inlportant that it be so set 
and cared for thnt it will produce enough nuts to return a profit to 
the grower. PCClLU yields, however, are so highly uncertain that the 
growcr may have serious financing' problems. 

Thcre has been, and still is, much misunderstanding about the 
yields rCilsonably to be expccted from pecan orchards. The phenom­
enal yield from some individual trce is frequently used in estimating 
the potentinl returns from It prospective orchard. For example, 
individual old trees, having the advantage of unusually favorable 
growing conditions, have been known to yield in excess of 500 pounds 
of nuts in i1 single year. The enthusiastic planller, hearing of such 
yields from a single tree, is prone to think that un extensive commercial 
orchard, producing nuts in proportion to the model tree according to 
its IIgC, would be a good thing to own. As b'ees planted in orchards 
rarely yield in proportion to isolated trees under higher favorable 
environmcnt, one shottld not be misled by taking such individual tree 
records as a bnsis for estimating probable returns from conunercial 
plnntings. Rother, a person who contemplates setting out a pecan 
orchanl nnd who wishes to estimate his potentinl returns should note, 

"t, if possible, the resul ts bcing obtained from well-cnred-for orchards of 
l'nirly good size in the community in which he contemplates planting. 

There is a wide range in yields, not on ly between orchards of 
difl'ercnt ages but also between orchards falling in the same age gt·oup. 
(Table 13.) 



TABLE 13.-Distribution 0/ blocks 0/ 1Jecan trces by age, and by yield 1Jcr acre, 19281 ~ 
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.."Hunge in yield per ncre (pounds) tr:1 
Q5--fJ ycurs old 1()-14 yellrs old , 15-19 yenrs old ! ~()-2.j years old 25 years old Ilnd O\'er ~ 

I ! 1.--....-----;---1-_--;-__.--__ z 
1'\0)'1,,1<'--_ ,j''''UWbt.'fIPCf r,clll Acre." b 

i 21.U a;:) Nllmr/f't'r iT Arr(:~ 1"'"1111);' I~~~~;;':.:·~~~~~}~~';~,;~~l~~~;;~'; :;;;~~~: ~~;;;;;~ ;~~~;;;/; ::;;~~~: :>1-10 ...... "' \! 2&.1 a,2;5 t<ll-m ..... 7 21.9 I,I:!!) 121 :!7.!I !lfil II 14.7 I,O.il 3.,1 a 2 1'.7 4701-110. '" o IKS ~~l!i l:d
111-100... 10 2.1. a I, ·I(){i 10 la.:l ~IiO n.!l aO:1 ........................ 

1li1-211J._. 5 11.0 1!)2 II 12.0 1,80:1 :I 10.4 82 I 5.9 135 
211-2t~L ... "--iF: ·I------·~( 4 O. a 2S:1 II H.7 2511 :I 10." :11 I 5. D ~>() 
~'6I-:W.O .1. 7 bS [, 6, i 1M 3 ]0. -1 13 . ___ ~_"" .............. _______

:1.1 12 7.0 :!3 0 8.0 54U 5 17.. 2 75-4 2 II.S 212anHIiO ~ 
4rihifHl 11.3 (H 81O.n 152 2 6.!) 70 211.S 32 .... 
r.aHltin .............. Z·1 5.3 73 I:.:. 53 5.9 1 

5 I). i 50 •.••..• _ ._ ••• ___ . __ •• __ ............... _ • ___•• __f~H-7m). ._ .............................. . 

7U1-8riU ................ . ...... ·1 .-......., 1 1.3 (I I 3." (Il 4 23.5 68 ~ 


t..:>...~::~~:~:i o\·;'r.::: :: :~:::::::::::::::::::::::::1:::::::1::::::.1::::::::: "'::~'J""'--'~' ...-..:.....::~. """"" ......:.....~:~.....::~.......:.....~::.......~ ....
•-..... .......... ~ 2. 7 :I 10.4 H 17.0 15 
 q
J'ollm[s IJUIIfl(J., Pounds1\"elghlecl'l\'crnge yield flor /u·nL. 12 POUlltis POll lit!.101 1-15 320 330 U1 

------------.---.-.---,-------___ .. 1 
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Pecan trees may bear a few nuts when 3 to 5 years of age but, 
generally speaking, orchards do not come into commercial bearing 
until they n,ro at least 10 yoars old. With proper care the trend in 
yiolds is then upward as tho orchnnl increases in age. This increase 
IS by no moans It fixed ratio, as yields dopend not only on the age of the 
trees but on the soil, climatic conditions, variety, planting distance, 
and system of orchard management followed. 

T ADLE 14.-Yield per acre of 38 individu.al 7Jccan orchards for which data were 
complelc for eilher f0u.r or five year~. 1924-1928 1 

Y lold per ncre ~rrecs A ~o of 
Stato, and district Orchnrd set per orchnrdl------,----,---;----.,---..,.--­

nero in lQ2S lfl2S 102i 1920 1925 1924 Averngo 

---------1--- --------------­
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1Tho 1928 yields of pecans for n mnjority of these selected orchnrds were cOllsi<iernhly higher thnn tho 
n\'crngo yield of nil orchnr<is stu(liod. 

2 Dntn not n\·nilnble. 
3 -I-venr n\'cmgc. 
I A\-cruge of 2.1 orchartls for which datn weron\'nilnble. 

Yields per acro of 38 individual pecan orchards for the years 1924­
1928 are shown in Table 14. Although the qun,lity of most of these 
orchards was decidedly better than average, the yield figures serve as 
illustrations of vn.riations in production from orchard to orchard and 
from year to year. 'rhe variation in yield of a single orchard over a 
period of years may be ttS wide as the variation between individual 
orchards dUl'in~ a single year. Altholl.!rh few of the orchards shown 
hlld consistently high yields, a large proportion bad relatively good 

http:individu.al
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production over a period of years. The extent to which the use of 
better cultural practices may eliminate the uncertainty of obtaining 
uniformly good yields stilll'emnins to be seen. 

COST OF DEVELOPING PECAN ORCHARDS AND COST OF OPERA'rING 
BEARING ORCHARDS, BY DISTRICTS 

The ~enertlJ pm,ctice of orchard development is somewhat similar 
in nIl dIstricts, 1Il so far as the growing of interplanted field crops for 
harvest is concerned, except in the Gulf coast district of Mississippi 
and the Mobile district of Alnbltllut. lnterplanted crops nre grown for 
foed and for the purpose of deriving some cash income from the 
orchard while the trees fLre still in the development stage. In the 
Mobile district a filler crop of Satsunm orn.nges is common. Along the 
Mississippi Gulf const interplnnted crops fOI:-harvest are not COIlllY' only 
grown in young orchards. ' 

After the pecltll orchard comes into commercial bearing the illter­
plnnting of field crops for harvest is discontinued in most districts 
and pecan production is then given the entire consideration. The 
exceptions nre the .Mobile district of Alabltlntl., where the growing of 
Satsnmn oranges is commonly continued in the bearing orchards, ltnd 
the Shreveport district of Louisiann, where intOl-planted farm crops for 
harvest are commonly grown in beMing orclutrds. 

The total cost of developing a pecnn orchnrd into bearing shows 
considemble varintion as between districts. 'l'his variation is due to a 
number of fnctors such as wllges of man lnbor, horse-work mtes, and 
use of fertilizer. The grentest single fnctor in the following cost 
figures is the nmount of the joint costs thnt are chnrgecl to pecans. 
The cost of bringing n pe~an orchard into bea.ring nlong the Mississippi 
Gulf coast, the one district where interplnnted crops for harvest are 
not eommon, was much higher than in any other district. 

The pecan tree requires a fertile, productive soil; if intercropping 
is practiced to offset to some extent, the expense during the develop­
ment pmiod, a proper rotlttion of crops with frequent use of legumes 
should be followed, together with the use of generous applications 
of commercial fertilizer. The idea is not only to maintain the 
fertility of the soil, but also gradually to build it up and put it in 
condition to prod uce large yields of pecans. 

The ultimate object is a healthy, normal orchard, and if this 
development is not unduly hindered by growing interplanted crops 
for harvest, and if a peCltn grower is in a positi::m to use to advantage 
the products produced in t.he orchard, or if he can find a ready sale 
at a profit for these products, he may well reduce production costs 
to a minimum by following the practice during the first few years 
or until the additional space is needed for the future well-being of 
the orchard. 

The present tendency to set pecan trees greater distances apart 
than was the practice during the early years of the industry is a further .. 
reason. why interplanting during the development period may be 
practiced without serious detrimental effects. Oare should be 
exercised in not growing other crops too close to the pecan trees. 

Oost of production per acre previous to harvest is a more stable 
figure than the cost of production per pound of nuts. Irrespective 
of whether a crop is produced, the orchard receives a certain amount 
of care, which in many cases does not differ materially from year to 
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year. Provided the geneml system of management remains constant, 
the cost per nere previous to harvest will differ only slightly from 
year to yenr except ns changes occur in the prices paid for labor, 
power, and materinls. 

The total cost of production per acre and per pound takes into 
consideration the cost, of harvesting and delivering the nuts to the 
shipping point and yaries largely with the yield. During the year 
of this study (1928) conditions were relatively fayorable for pecan 
production. Obviously the yields for that year do not represent a 
fair basis in aU cases for calculating })roduction costs per pound of 
nuts. Nor was it possible to obtain reliable yield data for a series 
of years for all orchards. For these reasons the cost figures given 
are on an acre basis; with them are given the yields that are neces­
sary to pay production ('.osts, if the nuts are sold at State avemge 
prices received by growers in 1928. 

Tbe folbwing text nnd tables briefly summarize practices and 
costs of developing a pecan orchard to commercial bearing age and 
the millual cost of opel'u,ting an orchard of bearing Ilge, for e£wh of 
the districts studied. In considering these costs, the reader should 
keep in mind that a considerable portion of the cost of developing 
an orchard and of producing pecans may not represent an actual 
out-of-pocket cost. In many instances, much of the labor is per­
formed by the pecan grower and his family. On farms where there 
are enterprises other than pecans, much of the additional labor and 
use of implements and work stock, made necessary because a pecan 
orchard is being developed, and later is cared for in its bearing 
stage, represents additional use of these things not provided for by 
other farm enterprises and hence is not additional actual cost to 
the farmer. The purchase price of the land itself is, of course, to 
be considered as a significant part of the initial cost of development 
and operation of bearing pecan orchards. 

These considerations are of prime importance to those who con­
template the development of a pecan orchard. In most cases the 
man who can develop and operate an orchard to best advantage 
and at lowest significant cost is the one who does it as a part of his 

t 	 own farming business. The contrary is true of orchards under the 
management of caretakers where the operations are commonly 
performed at contract rates. In snch cases, the total cost of de­
veloping Ilnd operating the orchard, aside from the use of land, 
normally represents an actual cash outlay. 

GEORGIA 

ALBANY DISTRICT 

The majority of the orchards studied in the Albany district of 
Georgia are in Dougherty County; others studied are in the counties 
of Lee and Mitchell. In this district farm crops for harvest are 

I"t 	 usually illterplanted in young orchards, but a free space is allowed 
on each side of the tree rows. These tree-row spaces have a total 
width of approximately 12 feet for the first 4 years and 20 feet for 
the next 6 years and are cultivated independently of the interplanted 
crop. In the spring the tree-row space is plowed. The remainder 
of the orchard acreage is plowed and planted to field crops. Follow­
ing an application of fertilizer in the spring, the tree rows are clean 



28 TEOHNIOAL BULLE'l'IN 324, U. S. DEPT. OF AGRIOULTURE 

cultivated about six times during the remainder of the season. One­
horse cultivators are used for cultivating close to the trees. The rest 
of the tree-row space is cultivated with disk harrows. Although 
cover crops are used in some of the young orchards in the district, 
the practice is not common. Little spraying or dusting is done. 
Horses or mules are usually used to furnish motive power in orchards 
that are intercropped. During the first 10 years of growth a total 
of about 132 mall hours and 119 horse hours are used to plant and 
fertilize the trees, cultiva,te the tI'ee-row spaces, and prune and care 
for the trees. At mtes prevailing in 1928, the labor a,nd power cost 
for the first 10 years amounted to a,bout $31 an acre. (Table 15.) 

TAJILE I5.-Georg·in, Albany districl: Labor and power costlJer acre of developing a 
1JCcan orchard dll,ring the first 10 years, according to a common method I and at 
cost reLtcs prevail'ing ,in 1.928 

Sh,e of eren' Chllrged to 
Rnte of Times c';l~~~e pecans

Yeurs operation isOpemlion 1-----1 work done charged Costperformed per till\' ench to pe­
l\[ en Horses • year cuns ~~~~~ ~~~~ 

I--------1--------1------------ ---­
l\rwm- ltu71l- Orchard NU1ll- Per Dol­

Plow __________________ {First to fifth ________ 
Fifth t'J tenth ______ _ 

ber 
I 
1. 

beT 
2 
2 

acres 
2 
2 

ber 
1 
1 

cent 
25 
42 

[[ours 
5.0 

12.6 

Hours 
10.0 
25.2 

laT. 
1. 62 
4. 10 

Plnnt:
I,ay olT rows_____ __ First________________ 1 
Set stukes ______________tlo_______________;1 

30 
35 

1 
1 

100 
100 

•a 
.9 

.3 .07 
_11 

feitt~~~~~:::::::::: :::::~lg::::::::::::::: 

1 
!"ir~t_mltlseeOll<!.---rhl.. ______________ 

Appb' fertilizer IIrollnrlF?urth____:_~-------
trees.._________•_____ FIfth unrl sLxth______ 

Soventh to tenth____ 

{ 

First to tenth_______ 
Cultivato tree rows ____ First to fourth______ 

Fifth to tenth_______ 

~ 
33 
:l 
:l 
:I 
1 
1 
1 

2 
22 
2
2 
2 
1 
3 
3 

1~' 5 
3024 
20
Ii 
14 
30 
30 
18 

i 
11 
1
1 
1 
6 
3 
3 

t88 
100100 
100
100 
100 
100 
,00 
100 

~: ~ 
2.01.2 
1. 5
3.5 
8.4 

20.0 
4.0 

10.2 

1. 7 
1.4.8 
1. 0
2.4 
5.6 

20.0 
12.0 
30.6 

: 3~ 
.39.23 
.29
.68 

1. 61 
4.50 
1. iO 
4.34 

{ 
First und seconrl_ ___ 1 20 2 

Hoe around trees ______ '~hird to fifth_______ 1 1~ 2 
Sixth to tenth_______ I _______ 10 2

Prune _________________ Second to tenth ___________ ,_________________ .____ 

100 
100 
100
100 

2.0 
3.3 
0.5
5. i 

_______ 
_______ 
_______ 

.25 

.41 

.81

.71 
Remove pnmerl 11'0011. Sixth to tonth_______ •_____________________ .. ____ 100 3.2 3.2 .72 

~¥l~:~::~~~~:~~~~~~~~ ~~~i~~~~_~~~:~~~~~~~~~ ~~I~~~~~~~~=~~~~~~ 3~~ 

I Trees set 46% by 46% feot, or 20 to tho acre. Tree-row spaces have II total width of about 12 feet for 

the first 4 years lind 20 feet for tho next 6 yenrs. Tree-row spaces cultivated independently, rost of spaco 
cropped in cOtt011 or other cultivated crop for harvest. 

, Includes manuring, spraying, seeding cover crop, orchard sunitation, and replacing missing trees. 

In 1928 pecan-orchard land was valued at about $30 an acre. 
Trees for planting 46 feet 8 inches each way cost $12 an aero (20 
trees at 60 cents each). The cost of trees, labor and power, fertilizer" 
taxes, interest, and other items chargeable to the trees plus the value 
of land on which the trees were set amounted to about $52 an acre for 
the fu'St year. After the fil'St year, the annual cost increased from 
about $7 an acre in the second year to almost $20 an acre in the tenth 
y-ear. At the end of 10 years, the total cost, including interest on the 
mvestment compounded anmwUy, and $30 for land amounted to 
$166.32 an acre. (Table 16.) 
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TABLE l6.-Georgia, AlIJany cli.~irict: Cost per acre of developing a pecan orchard 
for the jirst 10 yellrs, by 1Icllr.~, according 10 II common method lind at cost rates 
prevailing in 1928 

Item 	 First ~~~i 'I'hlrcl Fourth Fifth Sixth ~~~i; Eighth Ninth Tenth 
year yenr YCllr yeur year ycu.r ~'eur year year year 

----------1·--------------------
Fertilizcr• ___________JloUll'ls__ 40 00 80 120 1110 WO 200 200 200 200 
Lllbor IInel \lower:

"[Iln hlllor • ________hours__ 2·1. 7 \l.0 0.·1 11.2 12.1 12.6 1:1.2 1:1.4 1:1.0 13.21I0rso work.._______do____ 10.5 8.5 8.5 \l.S 12.8 la.5 13.0 1:J.0 l:l.7 1:1.0 

JA)'bor ntHi IJOWl'r: Doll.,. Doll•. Do/l.,. ])011.,. Doll•. Doll.'. Doll •• Doll•. Doll•. DolI~. 
"fllll Illbor 1. ________._._•• :1.110 I. 31 1.:18 l.lH 1.70 I.ll:! J. 0:1 1. 05 1.00 1.U3 
lIorse work III \0 C:Ullts pcr hOllr________• __• ____ I. Or. .85 .85 .OS 1.28 1. :~5 1.:16 1. 31l 1.37 1.:m 

'PotnL _____ _____ ... 4.65 2. In 2.2a4 _.,., __ 2.H2 :1.01 a. 18 :I.21l :1.3,1 :1. 27 a.32 
F==F==I===F===~==+===~===F===F=='F== 

}.rllterlllls: 

~~:~~~ttl':'~~te~~6~:;;~ei~il::: 12: ~ --~i"Iii- -Ti!o- ---1~80- '-2~.iii- --2~.iO- --:i~oo- ---ii~oo- -Too- ---ioo 
MlscolhmeouH ,____________ . ·lIi .02 .02 . I\) .40 .52 . III J. Ii 2.08 :1. OIl 

'I'otIlL ___ .....____•____ • 13.00 1.82 2.12 1.IlU 2.80 2.U2 3. \1\ ·1.17 5.08 O.on 
Other costs:'l'n.xes 3.___________________ .31 . :11 .31 .31 . 5~ .52 .52 .52 .52 .52

Usc or IlUlehinery , ____. __ • .:19 .32 .32 .37 .48 .51 .51 • 5~) .lil • [,2 Overheml fo ________________ 2.00 .no .05 .OU .SS .U2 1.08 1.13 1. 25 I. oil 

Total. __. ___________ •___ :1.:10 1.2:1 1.2S 1.:1; I.SS l.05 2.11 2.24 2.28 2.45 

===:========-=='"
Totlll cost, exclusive orlnterest. 21. 07 5.21 5.11.1. 5. liS 7.72 8.05 9.:11 0.75 10.6:1 11.86 
InterestutOpcrccnt"._._. __ .57 I.S4 2.27 2.70 3.ti2 4.31 5.05 5.ll5 0.85 7.111 

'rotlli cost...___•__. ___._ 21. (;.I 7.05 7.110 S.7-I 11.34 12.36 14.36 lIi.70 17.48 Ill. 77 
===~=p=====i===

Cost of dcyclopment Ilt end or 	 ~ 
eneh yellr , __ • __ •________•___ 51.0·' 58.60 60.59 75.3:1 86.67 UIl.m 11:1.391120.00 146.57 166.34 

1 Ordinary Il\bor clungcd lit 12J..; ccnts per hOllr, supcrYision at 25 ecnts per hour. 
2 lncludes nmfluro, spray luaterlBl, cover-crop seed, roplllllts, and other materials. 
, Chargos for taxes IIIId interest pror,)ted to peclln trees 115 follows: First 4 years, 25 per cent, next 6 

yellrs, 42 per cen t. 
, See Jl. 16 ror method of computing mllchinery, o"erhelld, lind intercst chllrges • 
• Totlll cost including interest plus initital \'1I111e of lund, lit $30 lin Bero. 

The growing of field crops for harvest in the orchard is usually 
discontinued when the young orchards come into commercial benring, 
nnd more nttention is given to soil improvement through the usc of 
covel' crops. In bearing orchards of the Albany district n winter cover 
crop, usually Austrian winter peas, is seeded in the fnl1. This 
is plowed under during the following spling. Commercial fertilizer 
is then spread tl,round the trees nnd worked in with a disk harrow. A 
slimmer covel' crop of velvetbeans is then drilled, but enough freo 
spfico is left on each side of the tree rows to pennit cultivation next to 
the trees. This space is gono over with a disk harrow during the 
summer. The velvotbeans nre disked under in the full, thus cienring 
the Innd for harvest and preparing the soil for the winter cover crop. 

The cnre of nn Ilcre of benring orchard in the Albany district usually 
tnkes slightly more thnn nn equiviLlent of two days of man lltbor per 
yenr, and the necessnry motive power for perfomling the field opera­
tions. Since field crops nre not commonly grown in bearing orchards, 
and the pecan acreage under one management is usually Inrge, 
tmctors are well adapted for use in this district. 

http:11:1.391120.00


--------

30 'l'ECHNICAL BULLETIN 324, U. S. DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE 

TAIILE 17.-Gcorgia, ltlbany districl: Annual labor and lJOwer cosl per acre, oj 
operalillg 7)ccan orc\~lrd,~ 15 10 19 years old I '1/.]1 /0 harvest time, according /0 a 
COI/I./II0lL mcthod alld at cost ralcs 1)revailill(] in }.'J282 

Sizo o( cre"- Hllte 
o(

Opcmtion -work Time.< 1\lun I[orse 'rrnctor

I I 
Costdone hlbor work work

]\ren 1 Horses 'Pmctor t\~~" 

-----.---1-~- -----
I I Orchard 


PnJne~~ .. n""_4""_"""_"_"_""'" 4VUlnb;, "'\~ll,mber .io\~~I~:I~eTI (lcre~2 LYlLmtJf' /lQllr.• /lQ"r& /lolLr.• Dol/a,.

1.7 

"-~- ....... 0.21
Homovo prulll!d wood............... ~ :! 1 ~," .. ~_ 30 I .. '''O~7' 
 .lfl
Orchnnl ""1I11.1Ition I ' ., , •. , .••• '.; -1.7 .8 .67

XI\~I~'ii"(;;riil'I~';;' nrolli,iitr~'CS. 5 ~ , .... :.. ~o(j I : 2.5 


5·0 10.0 1.112 
1.0 .41J) skllllrrnw............. ,1 1 I~.'i I 
 .,1 0.4 • [,I')Sl'ed SlimlUer (!n\'cr ('rOJ) 1 1 :.;0 L .:1 ,:I .41('lIlli"1I10 tr~'O rl)\\'s (disk 


hurro\\') ... ~ . ~_ 
 .·1 .·1 ..'i.S])Isk under :ltJlIllllcr t'on~r 

crop ....... " ....... . I ........ I 
 :lO .7 .7 •Uti~eed winlor cover crop~ .... _. :10 .:1 .:1 .41Hu/len·isIOlL ............... .~.:::::::L. ... I 
 :L5 .M1\1 st'CIIHl1cotJs).. ~~ ~_.. , ; .... i. .. ~ - 1,0 .0 .m 

'I'otul 

---- . -.-----------~ ..-...;...----'-----'---'-.--.:.....---'-- ­
1 Tree..1i sat ~6~:\ by 'I(j~~ rl\(lt., or!..)() to tile, nert', of whIch a Jlf..'T ('ent wero missin~. 8ft per cent were in hearing,


nlul 11 11('r t'CIIL noL inbcariug-mlliuly feplnlll •• 

I OrdtnnrY·lnhor ilL 12h ('cnts un hQur, snp("n"ision 111. ~ ccnLs. horse work nt 10 cents and usc of tractor 


nt $I.:!.S. 

1 Includes Iweing, nPlllying mnnurc, sprnying, and miscellaueous operations. 


'l'hc ('ost of labor, 11latcl'inls, etc., per nere in 1928 IS shown In 

Tnhles 17 and IS. 


TAIIL~; lS.-Gcorghl, Albriny dislrict: Annuul cost 7)er acre of operaang pecan­

orchllrds 15 10 1.9 YCII.rs old,1 according La a common mcthod and at cost rales 

prevailillg in 1,928, alld yield rcquired to cover costs 


Item QUllntlty Cost 

1I01l,. Dolla,.LnbR~ ~Iill!lllg?,~\~e.r. ~)~~O~ .t.~ :1I~r~~~t:........_......... __••______• __ •__ •__ .............. 

21.2 3.00HorSt) work, ........... __ ....... __ • __ ........ ________ ..______ • ___•__....__ . ____ .. 
 13.1 1.:11'frnctor \\'ork .. "' .,. .. ~ .. ~ ..... ~ ........... .. __ ..... ~ ___ .. __ _ _____ ________ _ ..
_ w .... .. ........ ... .. .......... 
 2.1 2. 62 

'l'otlll 
~ .. ,." .. ..,. .......... ~ -~ ..-..........__ ....--_.... -_ ..- ... ~ --- ..-.. _-------_ .. _------ --........__ .. - --_ .. 7.02 


l'I[ntcrials: POltnd. 
Fertilizcr, 1I1..$:lO per ton...............................__ • __ ..................... 388.0 5.82 

Bu••hrl.•SUJl1l11lJf ('O\'~r crup. \'cl\"clhenns, nt $1.50 per hushcL... ~ __ ....___________________ .. _ 0.75 1.12 

POll7ld.
Winter co\'er crop, Austrilln winter pellS, lit \l c•.nls per pound ......___...__... 30.00 2.70 
l\[ise'Cllaneous '.----............................ __... __ .•______ •______ ...__ • ____ . __• __..._. I.65 

'I'otlll. ••- •• ---•• ----....... __•••• ___.•__....._____....__.......__• __...._____••____... __ -u:2ii 
Other costs: = 

'l'u'e.~ ..•• __ ,., ....._.............. _. ''' ......."'.'_ .....__ •_______..........____...______... 
 1.25Use o( mnchillery, 1I0t illcludill~ trnctor I......... __ ...........__....__ .. ______... ____. __ .. . 
 ,02
Overhend ' __ .............. __ ......... __ •• _____ •__....__....__...__...............__ ....... 
 2. i5 

'I'otnl. ............................. ____ .............. __ .... ..........................__... 
 4.62 

'I'olnl cost, o.<elusil·e o( interc~t ............... __ ............... ____... __.................__ .__ 2'293 

Interest lit 6 ller e'Cllt , ...............-- .......____•__.... __• ____...__••• __.......... __ ...____.__ 10.18 


'I'olnl cost ..........................................................................__ •• :1:1.11 

QuanLity o( lIuts, ,11.2:; (:cut.s IJer POlllld,' required to CO\'cr cost, includln.: hlln'~sLlllg: 

Exc\usi\'eo(illleresL .............................. ~ ....... "............... 93 
Inclusi\~e or int~rcst .. ~ .... ~ ~, •. "' .. ~. ~ *_~"" _ ....... ~ ...... _~~ ..... , ........ __ .~ .................. "' .. ~"w. 133 

J 
I Trees set 4fi~5 bv 46~3 (l'Ct or 20 t.o the IIcro, o( which 3 pcr cent were missing, 86 per cent were in helll'. 

Ing; lind II percent not in henring-nmlnl)" replnnl-~. 
J Include..,; manure, Sllrtly tnntcrini, HOti oUwr muterfals. 
1800 (lllgo 16 (or met lod o( computing 1IIl1chinery, ol'erhend, nnd interest chnrges. 
• '('he 19~ Stllte ""crnge (IIrm price. ITllfl'esting costs includes picking, grading, nnd delivery to locnl 

shipping point 111111 lire bilsc<1 on (x-'Cllns sold through II coopernLivo IIssociution. 
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Haryesting costs in 1928 rnnged from about $2 to $4 per hundred 
pounds of nuts, depending largely on the yield. 

The 1928 pecnn yields in GeOl'gin were considembly nbove the 
average for other seusons (Tnble 8), but many of the orchnrds 15 to 
19 yeurs of age in the Albany district did not have yields sufficient 
to cover costs IlS computed in this bulletin. Production records ob­
tnined through personal yisits nnd through the usc of mailed question­
nnires furnished yield informution on n tree bnsis for 36 orchnrd!':, 
representing n totnl of 72,832 trees 15 t.o Hl yenrs of nge. The dish'i­
bution of orclllll"ds according to the avernge tree yield III 1928 is 
shown below: 
Yield per troo. Number or Yield pcr tree. Nnmber or 

In 1l<1lI1Uls orchllrds In pounds orchnrds
I-3.!) _________________________ 9 20-2:3.9_______________________ 04-7.9 .. ________________________ ]2 2·!-27.!l_ _____ __ ___ __ __ ___ ______ 0 
S-II.!L________________________ 5 28-:31.9___ __ __ _________________ 1 
12-15.9._______________________ 4 32-35.!l .... , ___________________ 2 
16-1 o.{) _______ ... _ _ _________ ____ _ 2 :m lind \l\·cr____________________ 1 

The exceptiol1nlly high-yielding or('hnrds nre relatively few in 
number. The mnjority of thl' orcbnrd owners reported yields under 
8 pounds a h'ee, liS indicuted in the distribution shown. On an acre 
busis, allowing 20 trees to the acre lind nssLlming thnt 86 per cent of 
the trees are in production, IIpproximntely 53 per cent of the entire 
g-roup of orchnrds failed to produce enough nuts in the good senson 
of 1928 to cover the costs, including harvesting Ilnd interest churges. 
(Table 18.) Excluding int('rest, 36 per C(,lIt of the orchnrds did not 
huve yields sufIicicnt. to cover costs. 

Ol~chllrd mn.nngement is Iln especially important factor in the Albnny 
district because of the huge holdings undcr the management of indi­
vidunls. The tcst of successful orchard mlUlagement is mensured by 
ability to renlize profiblhle yiclds in return for the outlny of cnpitnl 
and htbor and the use of lund. Some of the orchnrds studied pro­
duced profitable yields in 1928, while others did not. 

.Either singly or ill combilULtion, severnI factors other thl1n mannge­
ment mn,y nffect yields ndversely. A mistnken impression of the 
length of time required (or II, young orchard to come intQ commercinl 
ben.i-ing hns often resulted in inlldequn,te proYision being made at the 
outset for financing the enterpl"ise, with a consequent neglect of the 
orchll.ni during the later pnrt of the development period. In some 
cnses it has been difficult to overcome this imposed handicap, except 
nt the expense of a, dehtyed beUl'ing period or even partial replll.nting 
of portions of the orchilI'd. 

Loclttion of the Ol"chnrd with respect to the ability of the soil to 
meet, or be made to meet economically, the plant-food requirements 
of pecnn trees is one of the most essentifLI fl1ctors in determining the 
future profitableness of the ol·chard. The turning under of legumi­
nous cover crops and the usc of commercial fertilizers have been profit­
ubIy prncticed in mlllly of the more successful, established orcharas. 

THOMASVILLE DISTIUCT 

The orchards studicd in the Thomasville district nrc in Thomlls and 
Grndy Counties, with the mlljority in the ronTIer county. The com­
lllon system of orchard development is similar to that of the Albany 
district. l!"ield crops for harvest CIJl·incipu.lly cotton, corn, and peu.­

http:orchll.ni
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nuts) nrc usunlly interplnnted in the young orcluH'ds during the entire 
development period. Cultivated spnces are provided on each side 
of the tree rows. These tree-row spnces have v, total width of approxi­
mntely 16 feet for the first five yenrs of the development period and 
24 feet for the next five years, and nre cultivated independently of the 
interplnnted crop. 

In the spring the orchnrd acrenge is plowed nnd planted to field 
crops for harvest, except the spaces along the tree rows. Fertilizer 
is nppJied around the trees and is worked in with disk harrows. 
Dlll'1ng the summer, tbo tree rows are given c1enn cultivation. Cover 
crops are planted in strips along the tree rows in some of the orchards, 
but the practice is not common. Little sprn.ying or dusting is done. 
Horses 01' mules are the ('ommon source of motive power in developing 
young ol'chards in this district chiefly because of the common prnctice 
of growing row crops for harvest. 

The ('osts dm'ing the development period are shown in Table HI. 

TAIII,~l 1fl.-Gcoruia, T"oll!n.~"ille di.~lrict: Labor and power co,~ls per acre of cicvc/071­
·illY a. 1JCC(W orchard dllrin(J the first 10 years, C1ccordinu 10 a common method 1 

alld (It co.~l rales prcvailinu hL Il)28 

,,17.0 or rn'w I Chargcd to 
1---,---- HalO or Tlme.~ Per· pel'IlIS 

Opllmtion Y{mrs operntion is I work dono ccntnge Cost 
perrormed I pcr "neh charged

Men rror~es! dn~' yenr to pc· lI-fnn Horne 

________1_______.1____,______ ~ Inhor ~ __ 

.VU,11I- l.V'lI.m- Orchard lvuTII- Dol· 
ber beT flcrr.' ber flollr., flollr., lors 

I)1'10\\' {First to firth ..... "_ I 1. S 1 !l.0 18.0 :1.60 
•••-.-.-•••-.-•••- :;Ixth to tenth ...... 1 2 1.5 t 13.5 27.0 5.·10 

'Plllnt: . 
Selslake.<••• _••••• Vlrst................ :1 21 100 1.2 .IS 

§)lgtOIOS... - ......j ""'10 .-- ••.••.• , ~ ~ 1:1 I~ ~:~ I. 7 .'~g 
~t rees •••..·····l·::~:d~. :::::::::::':1 2 4; loo.fi.4 :~4 

Second.............. :I ., 40 100.8.5 .18 
'!'hlftl and rourth.. :1 ., 35 100 I. 8 1. 2 .42 

A ppl)'rertlli7.crIIrollllll ~'iltllllnd sixth ... :,', "~_,~) 100 2.0 1.4 .. 48 
trees.............. _._ SIl"enth <0._...__... 2 100 1.2 .8 28
 

F:lghth Ilnd ninth... 3 2 20 100 3.0 2.0 . iO 
'rcnth........... ,... 3 2 18 100 1.7 1.1 .3U 


('lIlth'1I10 tree rows•••• {~'irst 10 firth........ .1 :I 25 r. 100 10.0 30.0 ,0;.25 


~.II~~.~~-:~~:~::::::: : a ~ g l~ 12J ai..> 6: f~ 

l
8e.e"n'I. ••••••••_.... I 20 2 100 1.0 .15 

Hoe IIrollnd trees ...... '~m~:1 '~f~~I.~(~~f~:~'::~:: :g ~ l~ n :~~ 
Slxthllnrlse,·enth... I 15 'J 100 2:0 .:\9 
J.:ighllL ______ ~ ..__ ...... 1 14') 100 1... .21 
Ninth lind tenth.... I .... __ • 12 2 100 3.2 .48 

Prune ••••••••••••••••• Second to tenth .......,." .............. ""'__ 100 4.9 ••_.... ,74 

HOlllo"o prllned wood. Sixth to tenth ••.••. -'...... ....... •••••••• ....... 100 3.5 a..5 .!J6 

Supen'lsioll •••••••• FirsttQ tenth.......' ..................... ,_...... 100 20.0 •••.••• 0.00 

l\liscelhull'ous , ••••••••• __••do............_...... , ................1....... 100 Iii. 9 8. a a.42 


--------'-----r-----­
~'otlli. ........ ••• • ••••••••••.••_........................__ +...... _"""'1 110. S 13:1. 4 37. fir. 


, Trees set. fiO hy (l() reet, or 12 to the IIcre. 'I'rflC-row spaces ha"0 a t(lllli width of 10 lloct for the first 5 
YCllrs lind 24 feet for the ne,t 5 yenrs. 'i'rec·row spat'CS lire cultivated Independently; rest or Sp"CO Is 
cropped III cotton or other cultivated crop ror hllrvest. 

'Jncilldes spmyiog, seeding wintcr nod sllmmcr co,'cr crop, orchnrd snnillltion, nnd rcplncing missing 
Lrees. 

The distance of planting pecan trees as W(:U aR the practice of intcr­
planting field crops for harvest in the orchards may well be discussed 
in conjunction with soil fertility. The planting of trees at distnnces of 
46% by 46% feet, or 20 trees to the nere, is a common pmctice in tho 
aroll.. The consenSliR of opinion IlTllong the better orchllrdists at 
present, bus('d OIl their {Just experience, is thut a smaller numbl'l' of 
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trees per acre would permit a better growth of the individual trees, 
with a better future development of the orchard. A greater oppor­
tunity also would be given to realize an income from interplanted 
crops pending the development of the young orchard into commercial 
bearing. \Yith the interplanting of crops for harvest, especial atten­
tion should be given to the lllnintcnancc and possibly the upbuilding 
of soil fertility to provide for the plant-food requirement.s of the 
trees Ilnd the interplanted cmp. 

Choice of suitable varieties should be given careful consideration 
at planting time in obviating, in so far as possible, the expensive neces­
sity of top-working the trees later. Top-working is not only expensive 
in itself, but it also seriously cUTt,ails yields for six to eight years. 

Some grazing of OTchards is done in the area, but the ret.urns from 
orchards so handled do not equal those from orchards in which a well­
planned system of soilmauagement is prncticed and measures taken to 
contl·ol insects and diseuses. 

1,[ uch of the discussion of fuctors that affect yields applies with 
equal force to the other districts included in this study. In the ensuing 
discussions of the sepnrnte districts, then, only the factors that are of 
particular importance in cneh district are discussed. 

In 1028 pecan orchard land WIIS valuea at about $40 an acre. At 
the end of 10 years the total cost, including interest compounded 
anuually and $40 for land, amounted to 51 i6 nn acre. (Table 20.) 

TAlll,g 20.-Gcorgia, Thomasville district: Cost1)Cr acre oj developing a pecan orchard 
for IIw first 10 yellrs, by years, accordillg to a common method and at co.~t rales 
premililig in J[MS 

IteIll 1\, First i ~~;7t I Third' Fourth Sixth I ~I~~i; Ninth I'I'~nthFi(th Eighth 
yenr Yt'nr year y~nr yenr yt~nr year year year year 

---------!,---------f------- ---­
F~r!i1i7.~r•• '-•••••••. P()llllds•• 2,1 ao 60 60 84 84 !J6 120 120 120 

LllbR~:~1111~~~~~~~••••• hours•• 15.7 8.:1 8.5 9.S 9.0 11.8 12.5 14.3 IS.0 14.0 
IIorse work_.. ~ ....____do_ ••_ 12.2 10.5 10.6 11.8 10.7 14.9 1·t.9 15.8 15.9 10.1 

Lnbor lind po•.~"r;, ,DOli.,. .Dol/.•. 1 Dol/.,. Doll.,. Doll.•. Doll•. Dol/.,. Doll.. Doll•. Doll •• 
,1.(lInlnhor •.•••.•.••.••••• 2.7511.4511.49, 1. it 1.58 2.07 2.19 2.00 2.02 2.6t 
lIorH' work nt 12~".! cents J t 

per hour••••••••••••••••11. fhl I..!~ I. 32 L_!:~!.~;~ 1. 86 ~~ 2.0t 
'I'otul. ........_...._•• 4.2$ 2.iH) 2.811 3.19 i 2.02 i 3.93 4.0.1 4.48 4.01~ 

Mnt"rillls: C" I I I r--~~i:~~mi':,~;~,~'~~~j)(~rioii~::112: mll":5:i' -'·:00'1""':00- "i:20' "i:2ii',··i:.j:j-!-··i:SO' --i:80' '--i:8ii 
Miscelluneous ............ ,fiO .75 .02 .8S .n:; t .70 .91 I~ 2.00 2.12 


'I'otnl ..................:12.90 il.2tJ 1.S2 i LiS 1.91, 1.00 \ 2.:lS ~ 3.St; 3.92 


Ottwr CO<t.5: r I r-, I r--I
'I·llxes 1....0 ............. ) .• 31 .:14 .31 I .~~ .34 .00 .00 .00 .00 I .~ 

Usoo(llmrllln(·ry·•••••••. t .·10 .39\ .4UhlH! .40 .50 .56 .59 .60· .no 
0 ...erhend·................,2.nU .61 .W .75 .i2 .88 .00 1.121.2i 1.28 


'I'otoL.......__ ••••••••1 J::\.ilJ:'4:l """'I.53!I:46Il.!i42.02~2.371 2.38
:1.:\9 

'rutlll cost, e'citlsi\"(' o( IlIt\'rest·I~'O· O:l-!~i 6.00 I. 6.50' 6.291 7. sa f.G 10.841 10.928. 42:bHt. 
Interest lit 6 per cellt I ......... • iU 2.05 2.50 { 3.03 3.58 4. M 5.28 O. II 7.00 8. 13 

1'otol cosL. ............. 21.4:.1_!~·!:.1 8.M I ~:i~ 9.87 
112:37 13. iO 15. ii Ii. 00 I 19.U5 

Cost o( dC\'plopmcnt nt ~nd o( : I! CI I I I 
cnch yellr ' ..•••.••••• " .... 6t. 42 :08. so , ii. ·12: 86.05 96.82: 109. 10 i,IX!.89 13S.66 1156.56 li5.61 

I' ~ 1 

I Ordillllr)-Iohor chorgcd nt 15 cents p('r hour, SU1Wf\·ision nt 30 cents ]X'r hour. 
1 I nr1l1dl'~ sprny lIlatl'rilll. co\·cr ..crop seed, replnnts, nnd other materials. 
I (,hnrg"s (or tllxcS nnd {lIt~rest promted to pecnn trces ns (ollows: First 5 ycnrs, 2i per cent; next 5 yenrs, 

40 ll!'r Ct,nt. 
• S-lle p~ 10 (017 1I1l'tlwd of compnting mnchhH'n', ovcrhcnd. uncI interest charges. 
! 'rotnJ cost ineludlng intercst (IIus inlt1111 Yllhio o( IUUlJ, nt $40 nD ncre. 

125625°-32--3 
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Growing of interplanted crops for haryest is not common in bearing 
orchards of this district, more attention being given to Roil improve­
ment through the use of cover crops. In the fall a cover crop, usually 
Allstrinll winter pens Ilnd rye, is drilled in. The following spring, 
fertilizer is brondcnst by hand on top of t.he cover crop around tho 
trees and is then plowed lInder. During the sununer, clean cultivation 
is given with a disk harrow; the lnst cultivation serves to clear the land 
for harvest and to prcpnre the soil for the winter cover crop. Spraying 
or dusting and the planting of n summer cover crop of velyetbeans 
Me done. in a few of the orchards but these operations are not common. 
The practicc of cIenn cultivation in bearing orchards is a large factor 
ill making tTactors adllptcd for tillage operations in this district. 
Tho labor Hnd power cost, nt prevailing rates in 1!)28, not including 
hal'vest, amounting to about $12 an nero. is shown in Table 21. 

TAIII.E 21.-r:cor{/ta, 'l'IIO/IIUlWillc dt.~trict: Annllal labor and l)ower cost pcr acre 
tlj opcraLiI!{/ 7J1?Cllrt orchards 15 ((, 19 ycars old I "111) 1.0 harvest Umc, according to a 
CO/lWIO/t met/lOr! aud at cost mle~ llTcv(Jil-ing ilL 1928 2 

81zo ofero\\' 
1----,-----,--- I;~tc ~f 'I'imcs ]\[nnOllt'mtion orlk. donc lnbor 

~r('n lIorse ITrllctor per ( U) 

--------1·-- --------------------
Orchard 

~YlLmbrr ~\"ulllbtT ...'"'I"umbcr acrt8 lYu.mbtr /[OU,. lIo",. I/ou,. Dol/ar!
I'rum'••••••••.•••"......... 2 •..••••• ••••••.• 10 1 2.0 ................ 0.30 
HNno\"~ Jlrlln~d wood ... __ .... 2 2 ~_ .... _..... ~ 18 1 1.1 1.1 .30 

2.0 1.1 •••..•.• .44 
2.2 1.1 ••••.••• .-17~I~:~~i~!~~(~~~~_~~~;~~~(~:t~~~s... ···T .....} :::::::: "'ie' "'--T 
6.7 13,4 ....... . 2.68 


('ultlm!,,_· 
Disk·hllrrow, double cnt. 1 ..., ••,. 15 3 2.0 2.0 2.80 
Disk·hnrro\\·, single cut._ 1 •• _..... 2S 3 1.1 1. 1 1.54 

Drill wint('r l,o,'cr crop••• __ . I .,. ••••. 15 1 .7 .7 .98 
SII[lt!rvision............... _......._.................................. 1.23 
Mlscellaneolls ~..._••••••••• _........ _...................... _........ U "":i~5' -·..·~2· 1.98:.:..:..::.:..: =::.:.::.::.:::=:: =::.:.::.:: ........ ........ ........ ........ . ...... . 


'l'otuL••••••••••• -•.••• . _.. ___ ... _... ........ ........ ........ 24.5 20.2 4.0 11.82

f 

I 'l'rces spL CoO hyCoO fret, or 12 to the ncre, of whIch 6 per cent were missing, 90 per cent werc in bearing, nnd 
4 per t"t!nt Wt.!Tl~ not in hl!8ring-II1Riniy repluuts. 

I Ordlnllrj' lubor nt 15 cents nn hour, SUllen'ls,on at 30 cents, horse worlc at 12~ cents, and use of tractor 
ut $1.2.,. 

, InclUdes up plying mUllure, hoeing, spraying, bauling fertllizcr, and miscellaneous operations. 

The. total 1~2S operating cost is shown in Table 22. Harvest 
costs Yltried from $1.50 to $3.50 per hundred pounds of nuts, depend­
ing largely on the yield obtnined. 

The bearing orchards from which cultural practices and production 
dnta were secured reported yields which were more than sufficient to 
cover the costs of production indicated in Table 22. The yields 
reported fmm orchards 15 to 19 years of age in 1928 ranged from 157 
pounds to 543 pounds to the acre, with higher yields reported for 
older orchards. These favorable yields may be attributed primarily 
to the systcm of orchard management practiced in the area. 

Enlarging the area under consideration by the inclusion of yield 
data obtained from southwest Georgia, of which the Thomasville 
district is it part, indicates that comparably favorable yields were not 
obtained in 1!)28 from any great portion of the more numerous 
orchnrds ineluded in the broader area. This phase of the survey 
shows that 396,040 trees of improved varieties, 10 years old and over, 
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produced an avel'llge of 6.78 pounds of pecans a tree. On tho basis 
of 12 trees to the acre, of which 10.8 are assumed to be in bearing, 
this would represent a yield of appl"Oxllultely 73 pounds of nuts an 
ncre. In considering the wider areu, in its entIrety, the nvernge yields 
obtained, selling nt 1928 prices, were not sufficient to cover operating 
costs, including interest and hnrvesting charges, computed on the 

! bnsis of the most common pl'Ilctices followed in the district. This 
i' wus in 11 yenr when peclLn yields were relatively high. (Table 8.) 

TABLE 22.-Georgia, Thomasville cli.~trict: Annual cost per acre of operal'in!J pecan 
orchards 15 10 19 years old,l accordin!J 10 a common method and at co.~t rates 
prc/luilill!J i,L 19128, unA yield required 10 cover costs 

Item Qunntity Cost 

LllhRi~~~{lal:~~\:~r. ~'~~~~ .t.~~~'~~~~~~...... ••••• ............................. ••••..•..• Iro~.L'.1 J)oll~r~

Horse work. .................................................................... 20. ~ 2. 5:1 

'I'metor work........ .•. ••••••••••••••••• •••.•.••••••••• •••.•.•••.•.. •••••.•.•.. 4.0 .1.00 


'I'otlli. ........................................................................ .......... 11. 8~ 


Mlltedllls: POl/ntia 
Fertilizer, lit $30 per ton......................................................... :tIS.O 5.0i 
Winter co\'er crop, ,\u5trllln winter pellS, lit II cen!." per pound................... 20.0 1.00 

Bu.hel 
R~'o, at $2..10 per busheL........................................................ 0.5 1. 25 

MI~celfaneous ' ............................_..................................... ••.•. •.••. 1. m 


'rotuL........................................................................ ...•....•• n. 11. 


Other costs: 
'rll.lCS__ ~ ______ w_.._. __________________ .. _________ •_________________________ ___ _________ l. 25w ~ ~_ 

Cse of mllchlnery, not Including tmctor ......................................... .......... .89 

O\'erhead ,...................................................................... .......... 3. H 


TotaL................ .... ..................................................... .......... Ii. 28 


Totnl cost exclusl\'e of Interest_....................................................... .......... 26.21 

Interest, at 6 per cont ,.............................................................. .......... 10,82 


Total cost..................................................................... .......... 3i. ro 

Quantity of nuts, at 28 Q;,nts per pound,' roc[uirod to co\'er cost Including har\,esting: Pound. 

E'Citl"i\'C of Interest ......................................_...................... lOS .......... 
Inclusl\'o of interest ............................................................. 145 __ ........ 

I 'l'rees S(lt 60 by 00 feet, or 12 to the aero, of which 6 per cont werc missing, 90 per cent were in hearing, 
and -I per cent Were not In heuring-mainly replants.


, Includes spmy material, paint, manure, anef other materials. 

, See P. 16 for methOd of computing mnchinery, o\'erhellci, nnd interest chnrges.

• Tho 1925 St.llte a\'ern~e fllrm price, Hnr\'osting cos!.~ Include picking, gmding, and deli"ery to locnl 

shillping points, nntl are bUS(ld on peenns sold throngh 8 coopemti\'e nssocillt.ion. 

A considemtion of the naturnl factors of soils, topography, and 
climatc does not indicate that the Thomasville district enjoys a 
greater comparative advantage in peClIll production than the larger 
area of which it is a part, tbereforc the grouping of the orchards 
studied in the Thomasville district into the higher-yield ran.ge may bE' 
attributed largely to the greater degree of uniformity in successful 
orchard management practiced on these orchards. 

Yield data from older orchards in the area indicate the possibilities 
resulting from the application of orcharding principles which take 
into consideration the fundamental factors affectinl? successful pro­
duction. This may be illustrated by outlining bl'lefiy the system 
used on, and the results obtained from, an orchard 21 yeurs old. 
The grenter proportion of the trces were of the Frotscher, Money­
maker, lind Stuart vllrieties. The cultural practices followed were 
sinlilnrJ in the mllin, to those outlined in Table 21, with the exception 
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that it cover crop of velvetbenns WitS uSllally turned under in the late 
summer of encil yenr. Over II, period of five years, from 1024 to 1928, 
this orchard produced an a,unultlltvemge yield of approximately 420 
pounds of pecans an flcre. The average yield pel' acre for each year, 
beginning in 1924, was 191,336,473, 291, and 811 pounds an acre. 

'l'hese yields are considembly i(,bove tbe average for the orchard 
yields from the district nnd are used here to indicate the possible 
benefits resulting from 1m intelligently plnnned and well-executed 
system of orchltrd mnnugement ndnpted to the Itl'ea. Such a system 
takes into considemtion the suitable location of the orchnrd with 
respect to soilnnd topogrfl,phy, the choice of vnrieties ndapted to the 
Ill'ca" t1nd the adoption of clIltllml pmcticcs which, in conjunction 
with soillipkeep and the control of diseascs Ilnd insect pests, nrc most 
likely to result in the securing of e('onomie yields. 

MONTICELLO DISTHICT 

The orchllrds studied in the .Montieello district of Florida are all 
in Jen'erson County. The manngement in this district varies from 
pllsturing livestock in the orchards Ilnd lellving the orchards for the 
Inost pllrt uncultiYlLted to giving them reasonably good care. Al­
though perh/Lps a majority of the orchllrds are receiving indifferent 
Cltre the cost estimates Ilre for those that Ilre receiving reasonably 
good nttention. 

TARI,E 23.-Florirla, jl{ollticcllo ellstricl: Labor anel110wcr co,~ts llcr acre 0/ developing 
a 71CCILn orchard dl/ring lhe first 10 ycars, according 10 a common method I and at 
cost rales 1JrcvaiHng ill 1928 

Size 01 crew " " Por. Charged to 
Hato 01 'I ((nes ('Cntngo pecans 

Operation 1--:----1 work dOllo chnrged . Costtcurs operation is 

performed 
 pcr dn v ench to 

Mcn norse.~ - ycar pecnns ~~o~ ~.~~~ 

l.VUlll- J.Vllm- Orchard lVnm- Dot· 
bcr ber IIcres ber Per cent flour., flOUr! laro 

Plow (sprlng) •••••••• __ {First t.o sixth•••••••• I 2 I. 5 1 30 12.0 24.0 4,20 
Se"enth to tonth .... I 2 I. r. I olD 10,8 21.6 3, i8 

Unrrow (disk}......... First to sixth •••••• " 128 1302.,1 4.8 .84 

SO"enth to tonth .••• I 2 8 I 40 2.0 ·1.0 .70 

I'lnnt: 
Set stnke.~•••••••.• First................ 3 ZO 100 1.0 .15 

Dig hole.<••••••.•.•.••••do............... 2 7 100 2.9 .401 

Sot trcc.~............. -..do...... ••••••••• 5 2 14 100:1. 0 I. 4 .138 

CIII~lvlltO trt'C rows {First to sixth .....__ • I 2 20 JOO 21.0 42.0 7.3,5 
(disk harrow} •••••••• SO"onth to tOllth.... 1 2 15 100 18.8 37.6 6.58 

First to fiCth ••_._... I 2 I. 5 30 10,0 20. 0 ~. 50PI (I II) {ow' 11 •••••• - •••••• Sixth to tonth....... I 2 I. fi ·10 13.5 27.0 4. i2 

S wc,'crcrl {First to fllth._. __ ••• I 15 :10 1.0 .15 
o 0 0 I........ Sixth to tonth •• _.... 1 ....... 15 I 40 I. 5 .22 

Disk In cover crop {First to flfth._...... I 2 8 I ~IOO 2.0 -I. 0 .70 , ••••. Sixth to tonth •••_••_ I 2 8 I 2.5 5.0 .88 
Supervisloll._ •• _..... _. First to tCllth. __ ......_." ..........",., ....... 100 27.0 8.10 
]\[fsccllllncous , __........_••do •• _ ••••••__............. _•••.•••.• _. ••••• .. 100 29.2 11.4 5.52 


TotnL. ............................... =~======rIm.2202.848.5l 


I 'rTl'CS sot f>O by f;() Icot, or 12 to the !lcre. Tree·row s[mce., h'wc n total width 01 nbout 18 leeL lor tho first 
fl yoars nlld 2·1 leet lor tho noxt 4 yonrs. 'I'ree-row SPliCes lire cultlvntcd independently; rest of space is 
cropped In corn or other clIltI\'IItcd crop for h"rvcst. 

, Includes nppllCJItion 01 lertilizer and IDIlllllrO, spruying, orchard sllnitntion, pruning, hoeing, nnd replae­
ing mIssing troos. 

http:rIm.2202.848.5l
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In this c1nss of or('hnl'ds, fnrm crops for harvest nro grown l1luong 
tho young kees. The conunon pl'llctice is to nllow 11 freo space on 
onch side of the troe rows. These treo-I'OW spaces have 11 total width 
of apPl'Oxil1lntely 18 feet for the .first six years and 24 feet for the next 
foUl' years Ilnd !u'e cultivnted independently of tho interplnutod crop. 
A win tor covei crop usually of oats, rye, Austriall winter peas, or 
vetch mlly be plllntod in the fall and turned under in the spring. 
Duriug the SlllllJller, the tree-row spnces nre giyen clean cultivntion 
with Il disk hl1rrow. Neither spl'llying nor dusting is commonly pl'l1C­
ticed. ~[nny of the orehnrds nrc smull Ilnd trador power is not com­
monly used in this <listl·iet. The totnl lubor and power cost for the 
lirst 10 yeurs Ilre shown in Table 23 and other development costs in 
Tnble 24. 

TABU) 24.-Florida, Monticello di.~trict: Costlier acre of devciop'ing a pecan orchard 
for lhe first 10 years, b!J Hears, according to common method and at cost rale.~(I 

llrev(lilillg ·i/I 1928 

lt~m 
Firs; ~~~i '!'hird !FOllrth! Fifth! Sbth: ~le~i;Eighthl~inthl Tenth 
year v yenr I year .rear r ycnr ' I yellr ycnr '"ear0.; 

----!-----f-----i-- ­

. yenr J yenr .. 

l~nb~rllllllll'(11111)'«(','r'.'e.'.r:•••••• 11Ollrs •. -~ - ­
" 19.7,15.0 14.8

--',
14.9 

1--­
1~.2 15.5 W.8 16.8 16.7 16.8 

1I0r80 work.........do... 18.2118.0 17.9 18.0 17.0 W.7 23.2 23.2 23.:1 23.4 

Lllbor nnd I,ower: Dolls.. Doll.•.
M." '" ='............... ,." 12~Horse work ilL 10 eellL~ per 

hour................... 1.82 I.S0 

Doli.,.
'.00 
1.70 

E?/l.,.
'" 
1.80 

Dolls.
"" 
1.79 

Dolls. 
,,, 
1.97 

Doll.,.
'.M 
2.32 

Doll...
'.M 
2.32 

Doll.,.
""' 
2.33 

Dolls.
, .• 
2.34 

'I'otlll ................... .,:;.27 ·1,·12 ~L.2:.:!':..1 ~.2S, 4.60 ' •. 26 5.26 5.26 5.28 


Mn~T'~~:lIt $1 eneh ........... 12.00 '.' .....,1.......1==\.......1/.................................... 

('~:e~crol.'setl(,'......···"·1 .~~ I' ?:lO q.;10 I ')"~~ q':!~ q.;10 q"~O q.40 q.4~ q.40
~"scellnlleous ............1 ••l:l •. ·11 •.•J.! .. iJ. __ 10 .. :IS .. 31 .. 46 •. 4. __ 60


,--.------------f------- ­
'I'0Inl. .................. 12.(l:1 : 2.71. 2.tJ.I! 2.82 i 2.45 \ 2.68 2.71 2.Sl\ 2.87 3.00 


!==~=1=,=:= . 
Oth~~II;~~t~: .............._..--I .061 .00 II . 06 1 .00 I .00 I .00 .OS .OS .08 .OS 


l'so of 1lI11chillcry ,·-·-----1 .IiS i .74 • 74 1 .7·1 f .GO .65 .76 .76 .76 .82 
O'·erhell(l'............__ .. 2.6S !~I I.05~r~~~ 1.22 ~~ 


·!'uln!. ................l :1.·12: 1.571 I.S5! I.SS: 1.731 l.SI 2.IH 2.00 2.00 2.14 


·1'otlllcost.excllls"·cofinterest.~'i:32!!I.IXl! s."sf 0.11 I 8.46 ' O.IS 10.01 I 10.18 Hl.l;~
InleresLnl6 per cellt 1 I ....... : .r,.'!2.00j ~.r,I)~ 3.351 .J.tl'J 4.0S 5.871 6.8·l 7.1>1 8. OS
1.--.--,----_._-,----.------ ­

'1'01111 cosL............. ·21.07 ;II.(~): II.5:l 12"16! 12.55114.16 15.SS I 17.00 18.03 10.:!7 


Cost of developllwnt lit end of .=-=;-;=;=, j-i-'I'
ellch yenr._ ......... _... " .. ~(t07 !.17.U7 169.50! 81.00: !H.5111().~.6i ,124.1\5 I4LS5 159.58 li8.05 


I Ord!nnr), Inhor chnrged nt IS cents pcr h()nr, supen'ision nt 30 cents per honr. 
I Includes commercil,l rortilizer, mnnurc, sprny mntorinJ, trees (or replanting, nnd other materials. 
I Chnrge,,; for tnxes lind interest prornted to pecnn trees 115 follows: FirsLO yellrs, 30 percent; next 4 years, 

40 per t'Cllt. 
, f'ee p. 16 for method of compnting mnchineQ', ol'crhend, nnd inlerest chnrges. 
I Totlll cost including interest pIns initinl mlue of Innd, aL $25 an nero. 

The prnctice of growing interplanted crops for hnrvest is usually 
discolltinue(l when the young ol'chnrds come into commercial bearing. 
A winter coyer crop of Oilts wus used on approximately one-third of 
the bearing·orchard acrellge surveyed. This crop is plowed under in 
the spring and, following the preparation of the soil with a disk har­
row, a summer coyer ('rop of vplvet beans is planted in 4.:foot rows. 
This crop, together with the pecnn trees, is cultivated during the 
SUnUl1Cl', and just previous to harvest in the fllll the summer cover 
crop is plowed under. The turning under of the summer cover crop 

http:H.5111().~.6i
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senTcs as the first step in the soil preparation for the winter cover 
crop. The labol' and power cost, not including harvesting the crop, 
in the care of a bcaring orchard is shown in Table 25 and the total 
1928 opcrating cost in Table 26. 

TAllL}~ 25.-Florida, ilfonticcllo district: ..lnnual labor and power cost per acre of 

operating 1JCCll1l orchards 15 10 19 year., old 1 up to harvest time, according to a 

common method a1ld at cost rates prcuailillg in 1928 ~ 


Sizo of erew ' I Per. Charged to Il&'IUlS 

OperntIon 	 ~~~~~f Times centage 
per day done charged l\[an I10rse 

l\[en I10rses to pecans labor work CostI 

I Orchard 

N'umbu ;Vumbtr acre$ ~.vumbtT Per ClOt lIou,. lToU,. Dollars 
Prunc••••••••.•••••••••• ___._...... 1 ••••". 5 1 100 2.0 0.30 

HemOI'e pruned wood............. 1 1 10 I 100 1.0 1.0 .25 

Plow............._............. I 2 1.5 1 100 O. i 13.4 2.34 

IInrroll" (disk) •••••..•. _.... . I 2 S 1 100 1.2 2.4 .42 

Plnnt \"elntbellns ('I·tbot rows) ••. __ I 1 7 1 100 1.4 U .35 

eul1ll'nte tree rows lind benns..... I I 5 2 100 4.0 4.0 1.00 

1'1011' {f'll1l •••.••• _.... _........ 1 2 1.5 3.1 2.2 4.4 .77 

SOli' cOWr ('rop ' •.••••••••••••••• _ I 15 33 .03 

nisk in ('on~r crop"_" __ A"~". __ "+___ 1 2 8 1 33 .14 

Super\'islon ...............................l...................... 100 1.32 

MisCellaneous , ............................. _....... '" _........... . 100 1.6 .60 


-- -----·~--I---~--r--
'l'otaL ••••.. _ ,. . •. ""'''I ....... ........ .... ... .......... 26.41 29.0 i.52 


I Trees ~el c.o br 60 feel or 12 to the nere, of which 2 per cent were missing, 80 per cent were in bearing, 
nnd IS r~r l'Cnt were not in hearing-mninl~~ replants. 

, Ordinurr labor ut 15 l'\llltS Ull hour, super\"ision Ilt 30 cents, and horse work allO cents. 
, A pproxilltntel}' one·third or the orchard ncrea~e receh'ed a winter CO\'er l,.0P of oats. 
, Includes hoeing, spmying. orchurd sanitation, npplying mnnure and commercial fertilizer. 

TABLE 26.-Florirla, "1[onlicllllo district: Anlllwl cost per acre of operating pecan 
orchards 15 to 19 years old 1 according to a COTnlllon method alld at cost rates 
prevailing ill 1928, and yield required to cover costs 

Itelll 	 Quantity Cost 

Luhor nllt! power prior to hun'est: /lours Dol/a"
Mun labor ....... _.. .' •••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••.•. 26.4 4.02 
!lorse work ••• ', ............................................................. 29.0 2.90 

'I'otnl. ............ ' ..................................................................... i.52 


'Ml\lerlals: 	 Bushtl
Bummer royer (,fOP. vel retbeans, at S2••1O per bushcL _________________________ ._ 0.2.1 .62 

Winter ('Ol'er crop, oats, nt $1 per husheL ...................................... . 1.00 , .33 

?-lisceilnneous , ........... _................................................... ,. 3.98 


'1'otnl ••••" 	 4.93 

Other costs: 
rpaxes __ .. ~ .. _.. _ ... __ ~ ... ___ .. ",.. .. _ ~_ .. .. ___ ___ .. we ___ .. _ .._ ... _8 ___ .. _ _ .. _._ • ... ______ ___ .. ______ ... ~ ............ 
 1.30
{"sa of nluchilier~~ ..... ~ -.. ' .. ~ __ .. "'_ .. _____ ~_ .. _.. __ ...._... _,, ___"' ___'" _~ _____....... _~ ...... , ___ w_..... ,." _~ ... ~ _.. .. 1.28 

Overh.ad ,............ _.................................................................. 1.87 


'I'otn1......................................................................... .•.••••••. 4.45 


Total rost cx~llIsi\·e of intercs!. ...................................................., .......... 16,90 

Interest fit oper ('\llll'............................................................... .......... 11.15 


Total cost..................................................................... _......... 28 05 


Qua£~~r~l~f\~~t~f.r;t~~~~~~. :~~.~UI~d ~.~e(~~~~~~I.t.~~~~e_r. ~~~s,.i.~~I.~~:~~.J~~~~~~~:~~:.1 po~~nd' •.•: ...... 

lnclus,,'c of IIItC:est..... -•• -........ _ .................. _.................1 101 ,.......... 


I Trees 5et 60 by 00 feet, Or 12 per ncre, of which 2 per cent were missing. SO percent were in bearing, and 
IS per cenL were replants and not in bearing. . 


, Based all n winter COI'cr crop of Ollts use.1 on npproximately one·third of the orchard acreage. 

1 Incltldes sprar m:lIcrlal. fertilizer, manure, nml other materials. 

• :icc p. 16 for methods or computilll( lIlachinery, overhcnd, and interest char~es. 
'The. 1928 Stot ea\'era~o farm price. Harvesting costs include picking, b'I'llding, and delh'ery to local 

shipping point, and nrc bused on pe<:nns sold to bU}'ers b}" express. 

<'" 

..... 

~ 

http:Overh.ad
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Harvest costs in 1928 ranged from $1.50 to $4 per hundred pounds 
of nuts. The cost per pound of producing pecans will vary not only 
with the system of management, but also with the yields obtained. 
Of the ol'chards 15 to 19 years of age from wllich production records 
were obtained in 1928, over 50 per cent did not have yields suflicient 
to pay costs, including interest charges and harvesting costs. The 
other orchards had yields ranging up to 500 pounds an acre. This 
was in a yeal' considembly above the average from a standpoint of 
yields. By enlarging the sample by the inclusion of other yield data 
obtltined by the questionnaire method n comparable variation in 
yields is shown, with ahu'ge proportion of the orchnrds not producing 
yields sufficient to cover the yearly costs. On the basis of 12 trees 
to the acre, of which 80 per cent are in bearing, two-thirds of the 
orchards 15 to 19 yeurs old did not have yields sumcient to pay 
costs, including interest und harvesting chargcs, based on the practices 
shown in Table 26. 

Sevel'l11 fnctors in the :Monticello district may operate, singly or in 
combination, in bringing about low yields. Failure to select 'a suit­
able site for the orchard with respect to soils and topography has often 
resulted in the planting of trees where it is difficult to secure economic 
yields. Inndequate financing of the enterprise at the outset may 
account for the neglect and resultant 10\\' yields caused by failure to 
provide for soil fertility and for the control of diseases and insect 
pests. Repeated top-worh.;ng of trees to new varieties by some 
growers in an attempt to control scab accOllllts in part for the yield 
variations in that the entiI'e orchard may not be in bearing at one 
time, with the degree of yielding cn,pacity dependent on the length of 
time that the top-working bas been done. 

Individual orchards of well-chosen varieties have proved successful 
in those cases in which leguminous cover crops have been used, sup­
plemented by commercial fertilizers and propel' cultural practices, and 
diseases and insect pests have been contI·olled. 

EASTEHN DISTRICT 

The orchards studied in the eastem district of Florida are in 
Alachua, Bradford, and Duvall Counties, the majority being in the 
first two counties. In this district it is a common practice to grow 
certnin intercrops such ns truck crops, com, and occasionally cotton, 
in young orchards during the development period. For the first 
three or four yenrs these crops are usually plnnted up to the trees, 
the orchard receiving the snme cultivation as that given the intercrop. 
For the remninder of the development period, a free space on ench 
side of the tree rows is cultivated independently. Cover crops are 
used in some of the orchnrds, but the pructice is not common. 

The tractor work is generally confined to disking the lnnd. At 
rates prevailing- in 1928, the totnl labor and power cost for the first 
10 yeurs to brmg the orchard to bearing nge is given in Table 27. 
The total cost, including interest compounded annually, plus land at 
$30, amounted to $168 un acre. (Table 28.) 
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TABLE 27.-Florida, eastern district: Labor and power costs per acre of developing a 

peca1l orchard during the first 10 years, according to a common method 1 and at 

rosl rales lJrevaili'llg in 1928 


Size of crew ~ " "'0" Chnrge,l to pecans 
§~?::... 

~~ '0", ;~~l'enrs operntion .. 	 ..Opcrntion 	 Is performed ~ 0 -'"0 .. "'.0'" ;:;~a ~ 
<:i t.)~~ "15 ~~ .s~ 0.,." ..'" 	 ~~ ..-- ';:.0 00 go'" 0 .. .§~ ~.$::: " ~(j ~ .. 8~~ "" <- ~ 

Or· 
Num- l'JuUl- NU11!- chant NU11l- Per Dol· 

ber ber bu 	 (lcres ber cf.1Il Ilollr.. [{all,. floltrs fa,. 
1'1011'._•••••.••.•• 	 First 10 lenth •._. I 2 ...... 2 1) friO 11.-1 22. S ....... 3.99 

Hnrrow (disk) •.•• __ •__ do.•.•.••._••• I 15 l' 0-10 1.9 I.!l 2.00. 

PhUll: 


Setstllkes••.•. FirsL............ .•.• __ •••••. 20 1 100 1.0 ••••.•• •.•.... .15 

Dig holl'5 ..........do........_... I _..... •••••• 2 1 100 5.0 .........._... .75 


l

Set trces ...........do........_._. 5 2 10 1 WO 5.0 2.0 .95 


Flrst IIml second. 2 2 2.; 1 100 1.6 1. 0 .40 

Apply fertilizer 'l'hlnL........... 2 2 20 1 100 1. 0 I. 0 .25 


IIround trees._.. 	 f,?r':f.t~il;isiitil::: 2 l~ ll~ U U :~g 
Seventh to tentlL 2 10) 100 8.0 8.0 2.00 


Culti\·lIt,·..........~·irst to fourth... I -I 3 ) 0·12 2.7 2.7 .67 

Cui t,i \'lIto tree {Fifth to seventh. 2 20 ~ 100 4.5 9.0 I. 58 


rows••_:..........	Ei!:hth to tcnth.. 2 15 3 100 0.0 12.0 2.10 

"Irst to thlrd••._. ..-... ....• 12 2 100 5.1 ..••.•• ....... .77 

Fourth........... ._......._._ 11 2 100 1.8 ._......._... .27 

Fifth nnd sixth.. ..........._ 10 100 2.0 ._........._.. .30 


IIoe nround trees. 	 Seventh.•_....... •.•••• ....•• 9 100 I. 1 ...... ••••••• .16 

l~ighth........... .._... ..•... 8 100 I. 2 ""'" ••.•.•• .18 

Ninth............ ._••,. ...... 7 100 1.4 •._.... •.•...• .21
1Tenth••.••••.••_. I •••••_ •.•••. 0 1 100 1. 7 ....... ....... .26 


Supcn·isioJl....... First to tentll. .......__ ........._•.....•.•_..._ 100 18.7 ....... •...... 5.61 

Miscellllnoous I........do................................_... •••.•. 100 26.5 10.5 ....... 5.03 


'\·otIlL•••.••I.................. '!"................................... 111.6 73.0 1.9 29.29 


1 'rrees set 50 by 50 feet or 17 to the ncre. fnterplnnteti crops b'TOWn up to and including the tree rows (or
the IIrst 4 yonrs. 'l'ree·row spaces lllwe a totlll width of ubout 12 feet (or the (allowing 3 yeurs nnd 20 feet 
for the next 3 yenrs. 'free-row spuce is cultivnted independently from the IIlth to tenth yenrs; rest o(space 
cropped In corn or other culUmteti crop (or hlln·est. 

I Chllr!(es for Innd preplIration prorated to pecllns lU' (allows: First year, ij per cent; second yenr, 8 per 
cent; third yellr, 10 per cent; fOllrth yenr, 12 per cent; fifth t.o se\'enth yea~, 25 per cent; and eighth to 
lellth yenr, 40 per cent. I'ercentllge chnr~es to pecllns for cultlvntions are the same lIS (or land preparation 
for the IIrst fOllr yeurs allli 100 per cent from the fifth to tenth years.

, Includes IIpplying nlllnllre, pmuing, spraying, orchard sllnitntion, find replncing missing trees. 

The practice of growing intercrops for harvest is usually discon- ~ 
tinued when the young orchards come into commercial bearing. The 
majority of the beaTing orchnn\s are given clean cultivation, The 
practice of spraying or dusting nnd the use of cover crops are not 
common. Following the spring plowing, the bearing orchard is 
given clelm cultivation with a disk harrow, the number of cultivations 
depending somewhat on weather conditions. The care of an acre of 
bearing orchard in eastern Florida usunlly involves slightly more 
than three days of man labor per acre and the necessary motive 
power for performing the field operations. Tractor-drawn disks are 
commonly used for cultivating, The labor and power cost in 1928, 
not including harvesting the crop, is shown in Table 29 and the total 
opemting cost in Tn,ble 30. Hnrvesting costs in 1928 varied from 
$1.50 to $3,50 a hundred pounds of nuts. 
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TABLE 28.-F'loricla, eastern district: Cost per acre of developing a pecan orchard for 
theftrst 10 years, by years, according 10 a common method and at cost rates prevailing 
in 1928 

Sec- Se\,,·First Third Fourth Fifth Sixth Eighth Ninth TenthItem ond enthyear year year year year year year yearyeur year 

Fertilizer • ___________ pounds__ 31 51 68 102 119 136 15.1 170 170 170 
rAlbor and ~wer:Man la or_________hours__ l!).2 B.·I 8.5 8.2 10.1 9.0 9.5 12.4 13.6 12.7

Horse work._. _____ .do____ .1.0\ 3.1 4.1 4.3 7.8 7.9 8.2 11.2 11.4 11.2'1'ractor work _______do____ .1 .1 .1 .1 .2 .2 .2 .3 .3 .3 

Labor and ~ower: Dolls. Dolls. Doll-•. DoUs. Dolls. Dolls. Doll.•. Dolls. Doll.!. Dolls.Man III lor , ____________ •__ 3.36 1..!7 1.48 1.4-1 1.77 1.57 1.66 2.17 2.38 2.22 
Horse work at 10 cents pcrhour_. __________________ 

.-1-1 .31 .41 .43 .78 .79 .82 1.12 1.14 1.12 
'1'rnctor work nt $1.25 \,erhour. __________________ • .13 .13 .13 .13 .25 .25 .25 .38 .38 .38 

'I'ottl!. __________________ 3.93 1.91 2.02 2.00 2.80 2.01 2.73 3.67 3.00 3.72 
==,===i===lr====I===t===~===I===F=

Mllterials:'l'rees at $1 each___________ 17.00 ________________________________________________________________ 

Fertilizer at $10 per ton___ .68 1.02 1. 36 2. (}I 2.38 2.72 3. Ot; 3.40 3.40 3.40 
Miscelluneous , ____________ .33 .75 .77 .80 .97 1.00 .89 1.33 1.89 1.89 

TotuL __________________ 18.01 1. 77 2.13 2.84 3.35 3.78 3.95 4.73 5.20 5.20 

Other costs:'raxes 3. ___________________ .os .\0 .12 .15 .31 .31 .31 .50 .50 .50Use or nmchlncry ,, ________ .16 .13 .17 .19 .32 .32 .33 .46 .47 .46Overheud , ________________ 603.20 .55 .73 .92 .96 1.00 1.26 1.38 1.35 

TotaL. _________________ 3.53 .78 .91 1.07 1.55 1.59 1.64 2.22 2.35 2.3\ 
b=o.-=============

Total cost, exclusive o!interest. 25.47 4.46 5.00 5.91 7.70 7.98 8.32 10.62 11.54 11. 32 
Interest at 6 per cent " .. _____ .16 1. 73 2.15 2. 63 3.42 4.09 4. 81 5.92 6.92 8.02 

Total cost ______________ 25.63 6.19 7.21 8.54 11.12 12.07 13.13 16.54 18.46 19.34 
---1= 

Cost of de\'elopment at end ofeach year , __________________ 55.63 61.82 69.03 77.57 88.69 100.76 113.89 130.43 148.89 168.23 

, Ordinary labor charged at 15 cents per hour, supen'ision at 30 cents per hour. 

, Inciudes repilmts, spray materini, and manure. 

3 Charges lor tnxes ami interest prorated to pecun trees as follows: First year, 6 per cent; second year, 8 


per ront; third year, 10 per cent; fourth year, 12 per cent; filth to seventh yellrs, 25 per cent; eighth to tenth 
years, 40 per cen t. 

, See p. 16 for method of computin~ machinery, overhead, and interest charges.:r- ' '1'Otll\ cost, including interest pius iuitial vniue of land at $30 un acre. 

TABLE 29.- Florida, eastern district: Annual labor and power cost per acre of 
operating pecan orchards 15 to 19 years old 1 1tp to harvest time, according to a 
common mcthod, and at cost rates 1JI'CIJailing in 1928 2 

Sizo of crew 
Rateol Times IlIonOperation I------~----~----I work done labor 

Men Horses Tractor per day 

--------1--------------------------­
Nnm- NlIln- Nnm- Orchard Num· 

ber ber ber acres ber Hours Hdurs Hours DollarsPrune_____________________.. I ________ ________ 5 1 2.0 ________ ________ 0,30 
Remove pruned wood.._____ 1 2 ________ 12 1 .8 1.6 .28
Orchard sanitation__.._______ ________ ________ ________ ________ ________ 2.4 1. 0 ________ .46 
Plow________________________ 1 1 ________ 1 1 10.0 10.0 ________ 2.50 
Apply fertilizer aronnd trees. 2 ________ 8 1 2.5 2.5 ________ .62 
Cultivute (diskharrow)_____ 1 ________ 1 15 2 1.3 1.3 1.82 

~¥~~ll~:~us;:::::::::::::: :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: ~: 5----4~i- -----~:i- U~ 
'I'otaL._ ..__ . _________ ====~====31.2fl9.2 --1-.6-!l.38 

, Trees set 50 by 50 loot, or 17 to the ncro, of which 3 por cent were missing, 95 per cent were in bearing, 
lind 2 per cent wero not in beuring-mainiy replants . 

• Ordinary labor at 15 cent an hour, snpervision at 30 cents, horse work at \0 L'6nts, and use of tractor at 
$1.25.. 

, Includes hoeing, applying manure, spraying, sowing cover crop, and miscellaneons operations. 
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TABLE 30.-Florida, eastern district: Annual cost per acre of operating pecan 
orchards 15 10 19 years old I according to a common method and at cost rates 
prevailing in 1928, and yield required 10 cover cosls 

Item Quantity Cost 

Labor and power prior to harvest: Hour., Dol/ar!Man Inbor _. ______• ____________________________________________________________ _ 
31. 2 5.46lIorse work_____________________ •___________________• ___ . __ . __ •. _. ______ •• _. ___ _ 19.2 1.92'1'ructor work ____ •• ____ •• __ •• __________ • ______• __ •.• ___ ..•• __________ . __ •• , ___ •__ 1.6 2.00 

'1'otaL_______ •____________ •______________________________ •______ . ___________ . ___ . _____ __ 

6.60 
2.68 

'1'otnl_. _____________ . __________________________________________________________..______ . 9.28 

== 
Other costs:'l'axtlS•• __ . __ ••...._. _______ •_______ . __________________ •...• ___ •• _______ . ___ . __ ....______ .. 1.25 


Uso of IlItlChinery, JIot including tmctor ,____________ .___________________________ __________ 1.24

Overhand 3.__________________ • _____ ....__________________ ..___ • _______________________ • __ • 2.80 

'rotnl._. _____ • _____ • ______________________________• ____.._____________________ . ________• 5.29 

== 'I'otlll cost exclusive of intorost_______ • ________.._______________ . _______ •_________ . ____________ . 23.115 
Interest at 6 per cent ,______________________ •_____________________________________________.____ 10.55 

'i'otlll co>t. ________ •___________________________________________________ . _•. ___ . _________. 34.50 

== 
Quantity of nuts at:l1 cents per pound • required to cover cost including harvest:Exclusive of intercst_~__________________ .. _______________ .. ___ .. _____________ .. _____ _ 86 ________ __ 


Inclusive 01 interest_ .• __ ..____________________________ •__________ . ____________ __ 123 ________ __ 


1 Trees sot 50 hy 50 feet, or 17 to ths ncre, of which 3 per cent were missing. 95 per cent were in bearing,
and 2 per con~ were not in beuring-mainly replants. 

, Includes spray material. cover-crop seed, manure. and other materials. 
, See p. 16 for methot! o( computing m3chlnory; overhe~d. and interest charges . 
• 'l'ho 1928 Stato oyorage fnrm price. IIarvesting costs includ" picking, grading, Bnd delivery to local 

shipping point nnd nre based on pecans sold to buyers by (reight. 

The range of yields reported in the district reveals that many or­
chards did not have a yield sufficiently high to cover costs, while others 
showed a sizable maxgin of profit. A few of the orchards reported 
practically no yields, others had varying yields, the highest running 
up to 594 pOlmds an acre. 

Although variations in yields between orchards are affected Jargely '-f 
by differences in ages of plantings, a wide range in yields also exists 
between orchards classed in the same age group. Of the group of 
oTchaTds 15 to 19 years old fTom which production .records were 
obtained, 33)~ per cent did not have yields sufficient to pay costs 
computed on the basis of the common method of operating orchards 
in the district. (Table 29.) The care given some of the orchards 
wouM not entail a per-acre cost as high as that shown in Table 30, 
bu t the returns in most cases were correspondingly lower. 

The princip~l factors affecting peC.in yields in this district are similar 
to those outlined in the discussion of conditions in the Monticello 
district. An especially important factor in this district is the selec­
tjon of a suit~ble site for the orchard with respect to fertility of soil. 
This is especially importantin sections where intercrops are to be used. 
Failure to recognize this fundamental principle has resulted in many 
cases in placing orchards in which there is apparently small pros­
pect of ever obtaining profitable yields. 

ALABAMA 

1II0BILE DISTRICT 

The orchards studied in the Mobile district are all in Mobile County. 
Pecan and Satsuma orange trees are commonly planted in the same 
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orchard at the rate of 8 orange trees to 1 pecan tree, making 12 pecnn 
and 96 SBtsuma trees to the acre. Since the general system of orchard 
development and management is concerned with a combination pecan­
orange orchard, any computation of the costs chargeable to pecans 
must apportion those costs common to both. Certain operations, 
such as planting, pruning, and fertilizing, are dono on one or the 
other of the two kinds of trees and are therefore chargeable directly 
to the trees for which performed. Other operations, such as plowing, 
cultivating, and seeding cover crops, are chargeable to both and have 
been apportioned accordingly. 

These estimates of cost prorations were based on the relative 
orchard area occupied by each kind of tree. As the pecan trees 
increased in size and occupied relatively more of the orchard space, 
they were charged with a ~reater proportion of those cost items 
common to both. The pOl·tum of the joint expenses chargeable to 
pecans for each year of the development period is shown in the foot­
notes to Tables 31 and 32. 
TABLE 31.-Alaba1lla, Mobile district: Labor and power costs per acre of developing 

a pecan orchard d1tring the first 10 years, with Satsuma oranges set as fillers, 1 

and at cost ratel: prevailing in 1928 

~ -§ "0
Size of crew d Charged to pecans ., '"'" '"~ 

~ ,0'"

";IYears operation ~~ '"" ... <v" ... ,!d 
,!d 
l;Operation ",,,, Costis performed _"0 ~~ .,,,, 0 .. 

~ 0 ~o 
,0 ~ ... 

gj S gj §~ .:! S 
~ ., ... ., '"~ .," 0 " ... -:0" .§ " " 0 L. " 

~ '" ~ !;o< p:: Eo< p., '" ;;; ~ !;o< 
.--------------------

Or· IN.£1II' Num· NI£m· chard NI£m· Per JIour. IIour. Hour. Dol­
ber ber ber acres ber ~e1lt lar.Plow ___________ _ First to tenth. __ • 1 ______ 1 4 1 '1!f-20 2.9 2.0 4.28 

Harrow (disk) __ _ First.. ____ .""____ 1 1 15 1 10 .1 .1 .15 
Plant:

Set stakes __" ____ .<10....______ __ 3 25 1 100 1.2---.-- .----- ---.--- ------- .27 
2 -----. 7 1 100 2.9 ------. .65 
5 2 14 1 100 3.6 1.4 1.02 ____do.._________ _ 


Second__________ _ 

~~t~~==== =====~~============ 3 2 50 1 100 .6 .4 .19 

3 2 40 1 100 .8 .5 .25Third ___________ _ 3 2 34 1 100 .0 .6 .29 
Apply fertilizer Fourth..________ _ 3 2 28 1 100 1.1 .7 .35 

3 2 24 1 100 1.2 .8 .30 
around trees. §L~~~~=~========== 3 2 22 1 100 1.4 .0 .45Seventh________ __ 3 2 2() 1 100 1..5 1.0 .49Eight.h.._______ __ 3 2 18 1 100 1.7 1.1 .55 

Ninth and tenth. 3 2 16 1 100 3.8 2.4 1.22 
Cultivate (disk First to tenth __ __ 1 15 7 '1!f-2O R.O 6.0 8.85 

harrow). 
First to fonrth __ " 15 lIJO 10.8 2. 43

jFifth and sixth""" 12 100 1.6 .36 
Hoearoundtrees Seventh and 10 100 2.0 .45 

eighth.
Ninth and tenth. "" ______"__ . 8 100 

Seed cover crop"" Second to tenth__ 1 2 ______ 10 l' 1!f-2(! i: ~ --"2~4' ======= :~ Prune__ "______"" _____do"" ______ "__ • ____ "" "__ "____ """" ____ "" __ """" 100 12.6 _______ _______ 2.83 

Remove pruned Sixth to tenth"""" """""" """""" """""" """""" """""" 100 3.3 3.3 _______ 1.24 
wood. 

Supervision"__ "". First to tenth __ "" """"""\__ """" _""""" """""" ___ """ 100 15.1 ."""". """"""" 6.80
Miscellaneous'"" """""do __ """""""""" ___ "". """"_" _""_"" ________""__ 100 ll.7 __ """"" "" __ ""_ 2.63 

TotaL.______ "" ___ "_______ ."_ ==== =1==""'"9Q.:I 15.5"""'"9.0 37.31 

I Pecan trees set 60 by 60 feet, anrl Sat.qumas as fillers-about 12 pecan trees and 06 Satsuma trees per acre. 
No interplante<i crop grown for han'est during development period. 

I Charges for land preparation, cultivation, and seeding of cover crop charged to pecans as follows: First 
five years, 10 per cent; sixth year, 11 per cent; seventh year, 13 per cent; eighth year, 15 pcr cent; ninth year,
17 per cent; and tenth year, 20 per cent. 

I Includes treatment (or borers, spraying, applying manure, and replacing missing trees. 
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TABLt~ 32.-Alabama, llfobile district: Cost per acre of developing a 1Jecan orchard 
for Ihe first 10 yeurs, by years, according 10 a common method and at cost rates 
prevutling in 1928 

Sec- Se,"Item First oml '[,hini Fourth Firth Sixth enth Eighth Ninth Tenth year yenr year year year yeur yeur year your yellr 

Fertilizer........... __ .. ____11Ounds._ 
 ~4 ~8 72 !l6 I:!O 1-14 IllS 102 216 2·10 
.Man lallor ••• ______ hour5 __ 

Labor Ilud lJower: 
H.3 0.1 8.3 7.3 O.U 7.7Horse work __ •• ____ -<lo..__ 8.5 11.0 10.0 10.21.8 .7 .8 .9 1.0 1.7 1.S 2.2 2.:1 2.3'rractor wurk_ .. _____uo.._..... _8 .7 .7 .7 .7 .8 .0 1.1 1 ,> 1.4 

Lnbor nnd power; Doll •. Doll .•. Doll•. IDo/t.. Doll.,. Doll.. Doll.. Doll.. Doll.. Doll•. 
~(Iln labor l .. _~_ .........._____ ,._ 3.76 2. 3D 2.18 1. rH 1.58 2.0'2 2. 23 2. an 2. 63 2. 68 
11orso work at 15 couts per 

hour_______..____ ._ •.• _•. 27 .10 .12 .14 .15 .25 .27 .:13 .34 .34 
'rrllctor work Ill. $1.2.') Jl~r 

hour______________ ••• ___ 1.00 .88 .88 .88 .88 I 1.00 1.12 1.37 1.50 1.75 
----------1--1---1--­

'rotal._ - ----________ ___ 5.03 , 3.37, 3. IS 2. 93 I 2. 61 i 3.27 3 62 4. 00 ~. ~7 .1. ii 
i=: '= = i===:==I===F== 

~-ert.i1izerat$:17.5Operton_ .-1f> .90 1.:l5b&I.80 2.252.703.16 3.004.05 4.50
CO"cr crop 5l'C,1 (\"elch) lit 

12t'tlllt5 per pound ____ . _______ .24 .24 .24 .2·1 .2ti .31 .36 .41 .48 
1IIlsccllllncous '------------1 .2S .54 .2S .15 . OS . OS .10 . OS . OS •OS 

'l'otlll ___________________ ~ l.liS 1.8. 2.10 I 2..57 I :1.01 3..,0 ·1.04 4.54 5.06 

Other costs: ~ 'rllle.~J. ________________ ... (H .01 .Ot .01 .01 .01 .m .06 .07 .08 
l-scorlllllrhincr~·'---- __ ._ .07 .0"2 .0:\ .0.1 .04 .06 .07 .08 .09 .09 
()verhctul ,-----_________ •. 2.21 .•6 ••6 ~I . 7S ~ I. 08 1. 22 1. 35 1.4i 

'1'01111. ___... ____________ 2.32 .82 .S3 .84 .SO 1.0.; 1.20 1.36 1.51 1.64 

'l'otnlcosl,c1rlusi\"eorin!cresI..17.OS 5.S7 5.88 5.96 a.oll i.36 8.38 r!i:46 1O.1i2 11.47 
Interest. at 6 per t'Cut 3 ...... ~_,... • W L Z'! 1. 6":, 2.10 2.59 3.13 3.80 I 4: 57 5.45 6.46 

'I'otlll 005t. ____________ ._ ~ 7.09 7.5:1 ~ 8.6:1 ~ .12.18 ~"l5.!i7"l7.93 

Cumulatl"cmst'_ ......_•. _.. ,I•. 2S 24.37 j3I.OOf3i!i6~~~~ 101.26 ~ 

; Onl',lIlry Inbor at 221.~ l'Cnls per hour, super\"ision lit 4ii cents per hour. 
2 furhuics tmes (or replllntill~t spraying, mnnuring, Ilnd other items. 
, Charges ror hues nnd intcre.~t prorated to pocnn trees us rollows: First 5 yenrs, 10 per cent; sixth yenr, 

II p'" ('C.nt; se"cnth yenr, 13 per rent; eighth year, 15 per cen!.; ninth ycar, 17 per ccnt; and tenth yenr, 20
per ('Cnt. 

• St,e P. 16 ror method or computing machinery, o\"erhead, nnrl interest charges. 

'Includes intere.<ton tho vnluo or the proporlfonor nll ncroorlnnd occupied bypecnn trees. The initinl 


.aluc or lhc Innd, $:10 per nere, is not included. 

During the development period It winter cover crop of vetch is 
turned under in the spring and the pecan trees are fertilized inde­
pendently of the orange trees. The entire orchard is then given clean 
cultivation during the growing season. Neither spraying nor dusting 
of pecan trees is practiced to any extent. Comparatively large 
orchards with rather level surface and the practice of clean cultivation 
are factors favoring the use of tractor-drawn implements for such 
operations as plowing, disking, and CUltivating. An acre of land.of 
the character set to pecan and orange trees is yaluecL generally at 
about $30 an acre. 

The combinn.tion of orange and pecan trees is maintained in bearing 
orchards, nnd the same general system of orchard practice is follo,~ed 
HS for young orchltrd~. In orchards 15 to ~9 years of age cro,wdmg 
has not yet been senous enough to necessltate any change m the 
original HlTltngernent. The proportionate share of the joint ('~llenses 
of operation chargenble to pecans is shown in Tables 33 and 34. It is 
probable that with increasing age and sille of the trees it may become 
necessary to thin the Qrchnrcl to prevent detrimental overcrowding, 

http:l5.!i7"l7.93
http:l'otnlcosl,c1rlusi\"eorin!cresI..17
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Present pitms call for the removal of some of the orange trees when 
this becomes necessary. 

Tractors Rre the usual source of motive power for plowing and 
cultivating. For the pecan trees, the cost of labor and power, not 
including harvesting the crop, is shown in Table 33. The total 1928 
operuting cost chargeable to pecans, excluding harvesting costs, is 
given in Table 34. Hm'vest costs in 1928 varied from $1.50 to $3 per. 
hundred pounds of nuts, depending liu'gely on the yield obtained. 

T AnLE 33.-Alaballla, j\[obile district: Annual labor and power cost per acre oJ 
o]lCralillg 1JCCIln orchards 15 10 1t) years old 1 up to harvest lime, according 10 a 
common melhod, and at cost rates 1JrevlIiling ,in 1928 2 

E;ilO of crew Per. Charged to pecans 
1------- Rate of '1"1 . centngel__--,-_~--__,_-

Open.tlon work mes charged 
IlCr day dono to :.r m IT rse '1" c 

pec:ms i,,~or w~rk tor~o;k Cost 

SI/;:.j' -.~,:;;~~ "'/till' Orc/aunt -;""'111' --;;:- ------ Dol· 
bcr ber ber (Jera ber cent [{Oil.. [[all.. 1I0u,. lar" 

Pruno...•.••• "'" .• _..... 1 t...... ........ 1.2.1 I! 100 S.O ............... 1.80 
[{OlllOVO prnned w()od. "... ~ I 2 _...... , 10 I: 100 2,0 2.0,..... .7500. 

X:~)~IY·fe·r·tlliicr·(;rOIl;I;ltrc,;s. ~ \"'2' ...... ~.1 2~ }, I Ig;; 4:g "·j.T ....~:~. ::tl 
t 'ultl\'llte (disk harrow) . 1 • __ • • I 15 ii i :15 I. 4 .,..... I. 4 2.06 
!'eedco\'orcrop........ _ Ii 2... 10 11:l5.4.s __ .... , •• 21 

SllllCr\·lsion ............... --.... . •••.•.•.•. 100 4.3 .......1........ J.g~ 

~rlscollntleous l........... + ....., 100 5.0 4. 1 ........ 1.74 

I----~---I--'-----------I--i-
Tot,,1. ....... ..:, •• ; , I " r.. ......... , 26.0 8.5 2.3 10.97 


• On.<ed on11ltsllmn oran~cs sot n.~ fillers in tho pecan orchnrd. One ncre 01 orchard when pl"nted with 
pecan trt!cs, 51 t fJO by- no rcot, nnd BntsuIIJus ns miers, contnins ahout 12 pecnn trees nnd 96 Satsuma tn'cs. 
Ninety IlCr ceH of tho pecan trees were in bOllring, 5 per cem missing, and 5 per cent not in beuring-mainl~' 
rephmts. 

I Ordinary lnhor nt 221'> cents pm' hour, 5uIlCr\'ision at 45 cents, horse work at 15 cents, and use of tractor 
lit $1,25. 

I IncludllS or~h3rd sanitation, s(lnlying, mowing weeds, and other operations. 

Yields in the ),Iobile (listrlct were exceptionally favorable in 1928, 
compare(l with othel' seasons. (Table 8.) Of the orchards from 
which production records for 1928 were secured by personal visits, 
yields from oreha1"ds 15 to 19 years of age Rveraged 323 pounds an 
nerc. All orchnl'ds studied showcd yields that were more than suffi­
cient to coyer tLe cost of production computed on the basis of the com­
mon method of opernting pecan orchnrds in the district. (Table 34.) 
Production rauged from 277 pounds nn acre for the orchard reporting 
the lowest to 585 pounds an acre for the orchard reporting the highe!5t 
yield. 

The orchards studied yielded practically nothing during the two 
y'ears preceding 1928. These two crop failures were attributed by 
orchardists largely to a severe storm in the itltter part of 1926 which 
damaged the trees considcmbly. In 1925 when relatively normal 
conditions prevailed compared with other years, yields averaged 180 
pounds flU acre. Production ranged from 69 pounds an acre for the 
orchard havi',g the lowest yield to 425 pounds an acre for the orchard 

... 	 having the highest. The efl'ect of conditions during the preceding 
yenrs on the yields obtained in the ar-ea in 1928 is problematical. 
These conditions firc mentioned here, however, to giye a better per­
spective than is nfl'or-ded when "esults secured in anyone year are 
viewed. The yields obtained fr-om some individual orchards in the 
Mobile (listr-ict for It period of years arc shown in Table 14. 
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TABLE 34.-Alabama, l\Iobile district: Annual cost per acre cf operating pecan 

orchards 15 to 19 years old I according to a common method and at cost ratc.~ 

1Jrcv(liling 'in 1928, (lnd yield required to cover costs 


!lelll Quantity Cost 

DollarsLllbK~I~I~l(llll~~~~~r.~~~~~.t.(: ~~I~r.~~~~:..... ••••••••• •••••••••. •.• ................... ••••. IIO~~0 6.82
Lforso work... .................................................. .••••••••••••••• 8.5 
 1.28'I'nlctor \\'ork........... ~ ... ~ ........ - ...... - .. ---..,_ .. _.. _.. __ .... ___ .... _____ .. ~ ................ _____ "' ____ ... ___ 2. 3 
 2.87 

'I·otlll......................................................................... .......... 10.97 

Materlllls: Pound. 

Fertillzor lit $37.50 per ton ••••• __............................................... 570 10.611 

Winter cover crop, ,"etch lit 12 ~ents per pound............................ ...... 20 '.84 

Miscellnneous J.......................................................... ........ .......... .60 


'1'01111 ......................................................................... ===~.I:i 


Other COSIS: 
'('axes 2.............___ .. ______ ..... ____________ .. __ .. ________ ....... _____ ....... ~ .. _ .... _ .... ~ .. __ .... ___ .. "" __________ .. • 14 

Usn Of IIlIll"ttinory, not incilldln.; tnlctor '..... ...... ....... ..... ••• .............. .......... .00 

(h'erhoud ................................... ........ ............. ............... .•. ....... 3.46 


'l'otu1­ .... ............... ..... .................. ..... ................ ......... .......... 4. 50 


'l'OLul c()St, oxclush'e or inleresL...... ••••••••. ••••••• ................................ •• •••••••• 2"•• 60 

Interest lit U per cent' ..............................._.............................. .......... 8.14 


Quan:ii~:.t::~ :~~~~·::;~·~~:l~·I;~~·~~;l~:(~·:~;.~::i::;~:·~~~.~~·~~:~~~~.~;1~1:~·~~;~~:;· ..1........ ·· 
 3S.74 

1~~1~:~1~:~cO~ri~~~';.'".:;~t:••::::: ':.. :::::::: ::::::::: :::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::! :g~ 
I Trees set 60 hr COO rcet, with SlItsumll oranges liS fillers, or 12 peclln troos Imd 00 SatsulIllI troes to the ncrc. 


Fh·o por {'cnt. Ol tho 1:H:can trecs wero missing, 90 per cent were bearing, and 5 per cent were Dot in benring­

mainly rcplllllts. 

I a5 per ('Cnt of the cost or cOI·er·crop seed 1I11d tuxes lind interest was charged to pecans. 
J Illcludes spray, pllint.. IIml other mllteri"ls. 

, See p. 16 ror method of computing machinerr. o\'erhcnd, and interest chllrges. 

• 'i'h!) 1928 RLllto IIverug!) rarm price. rrllr\'estill~ cosls includ!) picking, grading, and delivery to local 

shipping point and nr!) bllsed on IltlCIlUS sold to I!)cal dealers. 

SELlLl. DISTRICT 

Tho orchards studied in the Selma district of Alabama are in Dallas 
and Lowndes Counties, the majority being in Dallas County. With 
few (1xceptions, the development of a pecan orchard in this district is -;.. 
incidental to the production of field crops for harvest. Cotton and 
other field crops for harvest are interplanted up to the trees during 
the entire development period. Cotton is usually interplanted for 
four successive years, alternating with corn, potatoes, or some other 
crop for harvest the fifth year. Spraying or dusting is not commonly 
done in young orchards. The use of tractor-drawn implements is 
not common in the development of young orchards largely because of 
the interplanting of TOW crops, mostly cotton, grown mainly by
share labor. 

The total labor and power cost for the first 10 years is shown in 
Table 35. .At the end of the tenth year the total cost, including in­
terest compounded annually, plus the value of the land at $25, 
amolmted to about $104 an acre. (Table 36.) 
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T.-\BLE 35.-Alaba1lla, Sel1lla district: Labor and ]lower C08t.~ per acre of developing 
a peca'i orchard dllring the first 10 years, according /0 a common me/,hod I ami at 
cost rales lJrevaili,lg ill 1928 

Chnrgell 10
Size or cre,,' 'rimes Percent· pecansHaleor 

done ngeYenrs operation is work 
perrormedOperation per euch ehurgell ---,----1 Cost 

yenr pe~~ns "flln IIorsol\!en IIorses lInr Inbor work 

-------1-------1-----------------­
l.Vum- lV'rull- Orchard lV-urn- Ptr Dol­

ber her "Crt, her relit 110llTS "Ollrs I"" 
Plow {First.. .............. 1 2 I. 5 2 0.7 1.4 0.21 
........----.----'"<--- Second to tenth ... _.. 1 !! 1.5 25-22 7.1} 15.8 2. :J7 


r.i:,';';~:"·................ .First................ I 10 5. I ••••••4.1 .(I~) 

Set stnkes.............do............... 3 25 ...... , 100 1.2

I?I~ holes...............c1o............... 3 '.' I~' 5 i.·:.··.·.·.. 100 2. 0 .: ~_,
1 
~et t«...s................<.0...... ......... " 100 2. 5 1. 7 " 

I 

nnrcow................ I'irsttolenth....... Iii I '1>-2'2 1.8 1.8 .:16 
Stllke In"'.............. First....... ......... 2 10 1 100 2. 0 2.0 .40 
C'nlth.lllu.............. First to lentiL...... 3.5 e'l ' [.-2'2 IS. 2 18.2 :I, (1-1

~'Irst lind StlCond... 25 3 100 2. -I .24 
'I'hl"lllnd rourth.... 20:1 100 3.0 .:10 

Hoe Ilronnd trees ...... 1!:llth................ IS:l 100 I. i .17 
SIIth to el~hth. ..... 15 3 100 1;.0 • GO 
Ninth and lenth .... I , __ .... 12 3 100 5.0 .50 


prunc ................. Second to lenth..... ...... ....... ........ ....... 100 5.0 .50 

Hemovc pruned wood. Scvenlh to lenth.... ...... ....... ........ ....... 100 1.6 :1.2 .48 

SUllen·islon.. .......... }'Irst to lenth ....... ...... ....... . ....... ....... 100 1tl.4 3.28 

"lis{.'elillneous ..............do............... .... ._ .... ...... 100 20.5 8.5 2. 00 
__.______._----------1-

TotaL.., ....... .. ........... _.................. .' •. , . ,. ,....... 08. 0 5:1. 0 16. 8:1 


I 'l'rces set 60 fc'Ct hr GO reet, or 12 to the IIcre, ('otton. usulIlly plnnte<1 ror rour success!\'c yenrs nnd 
IIllernnted with corn or ,ome other cultivllled crop ror harvest the IHth reur, interplunted up to lind in· 
cludlng thc tfl'C rows during the cutire de\'clopmellt period. 

, Charges ror Inn<1 prepllrlltioll und culth'ution prorllted to pecnlls us rollows: First yenr, 5 per cent; 
occoml yenr, 5 per t'ent; third renr, j' per cellt; rourth year, 0 per cent; firth yenr, 11 per cent; sLdh ~'ear, 13 
I'er t-ent; sc,oenth year, 15 per cent; eighth year, tiller cent; mnth year, 1911cr cent.; tenth year, 22 per cent. 

I l'eclln trces cuiti\'llted the slime us the interplanlcd crop ror hnn'est on the basis or sil cultimtions ror 
cotton lind three ror corn anti other culth'llted crops ror harvest. 

< Inciudes the Ilpplicution or commercial fertilizer und manure, spraying, unll replncing missing trees. 

Crops for hnrvest nre usually not grown in bearing orchards. In 
the fnll, n. winter cover crop, usunlly vetch, is sowed by hand at the 
rnte of 20 pounds to the acre. Harrowing in the seed with n disk 
hilrrow also serves to clenn the grollnd for harvest. In the spring 
commercial fertilizer is tl pplied on top of the cover crop around the trees, 
and both crop und fertilizer nrc turned under with a double-cut disk 
hn.rrow. Clenn cultivation is practiced during the summer. Little 
spraying or dusting is done in orchards of bearing age. The cnre of 
an acre of bearing orchard in the Selma district uS1.litHy requires about 
13 hours of mun Inbor plus the necessary motive power to perform 
the field operntions. Tillage nnd the work in connection with n 
winter cover crop nrc usually done with trllctor-drnwn implements. 
The power requirements per ncre amounted to slightly less than 4 
truetor hours Ilnd about 4.5 horse hours. (Table 37.) The totnl 
1928 operating cost is shown in Table 38. Harvesting costs in 1928 
varied from $1.50 to $3.50 per hundred pounds of nuts. 
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TAIILE 3G.-Alabama, Selma rli.~trict: Cost 1Jer acre of developing a pecan orchard 
for the jirst 10 !lear.~, by years, according 10 a common method (Llut at cost rates 
Wcvailing in 1928 

First Third Fourth 'I Fifth Sixth Eighth Ninth Tenth~~';jI tell! yeur yellr yeur yeur yenr yeur yeur yeur yenr 

----------1.------.--------------
Lnhor nnd !wwer: 

,Mnn In lor ........houTS.- 15.0 5.0 n.2 7.0 7. S 9.6 II. 3 11.2 12.5· 12. 4 

Horse Inhor..."" .. ~. __..Uo....... 7.0 2.0 2.9 3.5 3.3 5.2 6.0 II.Il 8.1 7.5 


"lIbor nlldpower: ])olla. ])0118. Doll~. ])011•• ])011•• Doll•• Doll•. Dolls. Do/1s. Do1l8. 
1I1I1nluhor l .............. 1.74 0.[08 o.-.)

(. 0.U2 O. UI 1.12 1. 32 1.31 1.·11i 1.45 
[iorl'O work lit \0 l'tluL, per 

hour..................... 70 .~O .29 .:15 .33 .52 .66 .09 .SI .75 

·['otlll. ............ _. 2::i4--:7S -1.0'1-/-1-.27 1~~I:9S2.00--u7 2:20 
Mllterhls: ==="-=1=' i= 

t!~r~(,~snt$1 en<.'h ....... ,. .... ~ • 12.00 ~~_~ ._. ".......~ .. ~._ .... ~~ .. __ ... ~ ... ~ ...... _ _.,. _______ • __ _ 
Btnkc.~ (or youllg trees at 

M~s~I\~~n~~~:~·,..__ ::::::::. IJ~ 'i::lo' ''':;5'··i.50 1.2o·i:o.;' --i:sil'''i:so' --2:00' "'i:9S 
'eotnL............. ___ .14.2·1 1.·10 .I" L50 1.20 I.OS 1.80 1.80 2.00 1.95 


---==1=---=1======= 
Other costs:'['nxes l __ .. _____ .~~. __ .. _ .(H • (}I .05 .0;­ .OS .10 .11 .13 . 14 .16 

Use Or IllJlchlnery ' •.••.•.. .20 .OS .U .13 I" .20 .25 .2tl .30 .28 
O"erhellcl ' .•.. 2.iiO .3:1 .26 .42 .37 .41 .57 .57 .64 6') 

'I'otlll. ••• .-....... • ~2.-:"OT::i5 --:4;- -:0;-:57 -:71~ -:00 I.<iS --1.00 

'l'otlll cost, exclusl\'e of interest. W. ·IS 2. 6:1 2. IS a.39 3,01 3. ·13 4. 71 ~ 5. 35 ~ 
Interest IItlJ percent' , ......... 15 1.2S 1.55 1.8! 2.15 2.•11 2.91 3.40 3.94 4.5.1 

'I'otnl co~L ............ 19.6:1 3.91 3. ;:1 5.20 5. 1G 5.94 7.62 8..16 9.29 9.74 
===I===~==I=='I====== 

Cost or development nt end or 
eneh yonr 'o. ..... ' .... :_,_.'_.:..il_'I._G_"l-:.il.S._.<>_·I-,-_5_2._~_'7-,-_5·_(._4_;--,-_02._r'_·\-,-r._;s_._.'_7-,-7_0_._19--,-_84_._3_5-,--_93_._0_4..:..._103.__38 

I Onlinllry lohor ~!l'.ITg~·l nl 10 cents por hOllr, supervision nt 20 cents per hour. 
2' lnclu(.'(s fertiHzcr, manure, replants, sprny materinl, and other IIlnteriHIs. 
1 (,hllrges ror III~es lind interest prorated to pecnn trees lIS follows: First yenr, 5 per cent; second yenr. 

5 per cent; tJlil"{1 yenr, ;- per cent; rourth year, 9 per cent; fifth yenr, II per cent; sixth year. 13 per cent; 
l'c.\"enth yenr, 15 per cent; eighth yenr, 17 per cent; ninth year, 19 per cent; tenth yenr, 22 per cent. 

I See p. 16 for lIIetho,1 of computing machinery. o"erhoatl, nnd Interest charges. 

'Totnl cost Including interest plus inilin1 \'lllue of Innd, nt $25 1111 acrc. 


'l'AIlLE 37.-Alabama, Selma district: Annllal labor and power cost per acre of 
07JCraUng 1)ecan orchards 15 to 19 years old I up to harvest ti1lle, according 10 a 
common method, (lnd at cost rates prevailing 'in 1928 2 

Size of crew 
Hnte of 
work Times ~[nn IIorse TractorOperation Cost 
I)~r tlone lubor work workrrrnc­

~[en dayIHorses tors 

-----------1---------------------------
Orehllrti 

.Vumber Sumba .\·umber lIcre., Sumber flours /lollrs flouT' Dollars 
Prune....................... 1 ••••••.. .•••.•.. 10 I 1.0 •.•••••• ........ 0.10 

Hemo,'o pruned wood •• __ • . 2 2 ........ 2'i 1 .S 0.8 ........ .16 

Appl)' fertilizer Hround trees. I 2 ...... ~'O I 2.0 1.0 ........ . ;\0 

Disk u.lder winter co,'er crop. I I 15 I.:l I. 3 1.76 

C'nlth'lIte (disk hurrow)..... t ........ 1 2.5 (l 2.·1 2.4 3.21 

Orchnrd ~\Ilitntion ...__ .... . 2 2 ...... 30 1 .7 .7 ........ .14 

SO\\'winter cOI'er crop....... I ................ 20 1 .5 ............. _. .0.1 

Disk In co"er crop see!I...... I ........ I 15 1 . • .7 ...... ,. .1·1 

8upen·islon........__ ........ ........ ........ ........ .......... 2.1 ........ ........ .42 

~liscel!lIueous 3...................... __ '."" .... _.......... ........ 1.2 I. 2 ........ .24 


TOlnl. ........... '., ."'_"," _.••.•. 00.00 ......... 12.7 ·1.4 3.7 6.55
__ .... , . 
I 'l'rees !'Ct. 60 br no ree~. or 12 to the IIcre, of which S per cent were missing, 55 per cent were in beuring, 

und 7 per comt were not In bCllring-mllinl)' replant.~. 
I Onlinnr)'lnbor lit 10 cents lin hour, supervision aL 20 cents, horse work lit 10 ccnts. und use or tnlctorat 

$1.25. 
, [neludes manuring, booing. spraying, IIntl miscellaneous operations. 

http:5'��i.50
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TABLE 38.-Alaba1lla, Selma disl,rict: Annual cost per acre of operating 1Jecan 
orchards 15 10 19 yenrs old I according 10 a common method and at cost rales 
prevailing in 1928, lind yield required 10 couer cosls 

item Quantity Cost 

--~"""-------'---- ,----------1.---
Labor lind powcr prior to hi\r\'c..~l: f10llrs Dollars 

:-'[lIn Inbor..................................................................... 12. i 1.48 
lIorsoll'ork .................................................................. 4.4 .44 
'Pructor \'"ork ....... , ........ _... ~" .. ~ .. ~ ' .... _.. ~~ . _...................... ~ .... ~ .. __ .... _~ .. ~_ .... _....... _~ .. ~. 3.7 4.63 

1.[AtOriAls: POlLnd.• 
Fertilizer, h.lsicslng lit $10 pcr ton.................................................. 2ili 1.38 
,\Vlntcr co\·.~r l'rop, vetch nt 12 cents lJer potltllL_~ _., .. ~. ~ ~~ ._ .. ~ .. __ ... ~ ___ .. ____ ... B 20 2.40......

l\lIscellnueous 1....._ ...... ~ _.. _ ... ,. .... __ ~ ............ __ .. ________ .. ,. __ ......... __ .... ______________________ ,,_ .. __ .. _ .. __ 2. 27 


'I'otnl...................... ................................................... .......... 6.05 

==-= 

Othcr costs: 
'l'l\x\~s _....__ ~~ .......... _~ .......... ~,,~ ......... _.... .. ... ___ •_______ .. ~ ____ ... ___ ... __ .. p ______________ • 
 .75 
esc or mllchillcry, Iwl inciliding tf1\cttlr 3.~~. ~ .. ~~ .. ~_ .. ~~ .. ~_~~. ___ .. ______________ ... ~ ____ ..____ .30 
Overheml ,...................................................................... .......... 1.89 

·1'ota1......................................... ................................ .......... 2.04 


Total cost. e,clusi\'o of interest........ •..••••• .................. ...... .............. .......... 15.54 

Intercst at 6 per cent ,.............................................................. .......... 0.48 


'rotAI cost ................................................................. "" .......... 22.02 

Quuntit,· o[ nuts.nt 30 ronts per pound I required to CO\'cr cost including hun'osting:

Exclush'o 01 mtl'rI)st.. .............. .•.. ........ ................. .... .......... 59 .......... 
Inclush'c 01 intercst ...... __ ...... ......... .. ........ ........... 82 .......... 

I Trecs set 00 hr 00 lecl, or 12 to tho ncre. olwhich 8 per ccnt were missing. 85 pcr cent werc in beuring. and 
7 per cent were not in bcnriug-mninly rcplnnts. 


I {ncludes spmr mnteri"l. mnnure, And other materinls. 

, See p. 10 lor method "I computing lIIuchinery, o\'erhead, and intcrcst charges . 

• 'rhe 1U28 nvorngo Stato fArm price. Hnn'csting costs include picking, !,'rnding, nnd delh'ery to local 

shipping point and nrc bused on pecans sold through A coollcrnth'e association. 

On the orchnrds of 15 to 10 years of age in this district from which 
produetion records were obtnined by menns of personal visits, yields 
III 1928 ranged from 16 pounds an acre for the orchard having the 
lowest yield to 375 pounds an ncre for the orchard having the highest. 
Approximately 43 per cent of the orchm'ds did not have yields suffi,.. 
cient to coyer the costs of operation, including interest charges and 

+- haryesting costs, computed on the basis of the most conunon practices 
followed in the district. This was in 11 year when yields in Alabama 
were rellltiYcly high compared with those of other seasons. (Table 8.) 

Consideration of other production data for Alabama reveals a 
somewhat compnl"llble vari!ttion in yields obtained from pecan or­
chards over the State. The relative degree of success achieved by 
orchardists, from a yield standpoint, muy be noted from the distribu­
tion of pecan orchards on the basis of the nverage yield per tree in 
1028. The 86 orchl1rds of improved varieties 15 to 19 years of age 
for which production data are shown consisted mainly of Stuart, 
Schley, Success, und Frotscher varieties, with smaller numbers of 
trees of other vnrieties. 

125625°-32--4 

~.. 
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Yield per tree, Numher of Yiold per tree. Nurnber or 
in pounds orchards in pounds orchards

0-4.9__________________________ Ii 40-44.9________________________ 4 
5-9.9__________________________ 16 45-49.9________________________ 0 
to-H.9______ _ _ ___ ____ __ _______ l'l 50-54.9________________________ 0 
15-19.9________________________ 12 55-59.9______ :______ ___________ I 
20-24.9________________________ S 60-64.9________________________ 1 
25-29.9________________________ 5 65-69.9________________________ 1 
30-34.9________________________ 2 iO and over____________________ 5 
35-39.9________________________ 0 

An active in terest in the production of pecans to supplement the 
income from cotton has led to a considerable expansion of plantings 
in the Selmll district. As in most of the other districts included in 
this study, however, there has been considerable misapprehension in 
the Selma district as to the amount of care and attention required by 
pecall trees. As a result, many of the young orchlu'ds have been 
neglected to somo extent, with a consequent development of some 
orchards that aro severely handicapped in their ability to produco 
economic yields. 

Successful orchardists have recognized the necessity of planting 
the trees only on fertile lnnd and maintaining that fertility to meet 
the requirements of the growing trees and the intercrops. In con­
nection with this, other factors, which must be considered as con­
tributory to ultimate success and which are applicable to pecan or­
chards in all areas, have been pointed out in the discussions of pecan 
pro(luction in other digtricts. The most important factors in this 
district arc the choico of suitable varieties adapted to the area; plant­
ing tho trees at distances thnt will permit a good development of the 
orchard, and following the necessnry orchard practices of cultivation, 
pruning, and control measures for insects and diseases, with a 'dew 
to 0 btaining tho maxlllum prod uction com patible with sound economy. 

EUFAULA DISTRICT 

The orchards studied in the Eufaula district are all in Barbour 
County. In this district the majority of the young orchards are 
interplanted with field crops for harvest during the entire develop- ...... 
ment period. Crops arc planted up to the trees without allowing 
any free spnce for the independent cultivation of the trees. Cotton 
is llSllftlly alternated with corn or some other crop for harvcst. Dur­
ing t.he first few years, stakes are used nround the trees to prevent 
injury during cultivation. .Although crops are planted up to thp. 
trees, because of shnding very little or no production is e:o,:pected 
from the arca immediately nround the trees. This shaded nrea in­
creases in size with the age find size of the trees. 

The totnl labor and power cost for the first 10 years is shown in 
Table 39. In 1928 pecan ol'chnrcl land was vnlu~d at ahout $25 nn 
acre. The cost of development for 10 yenrs, plus the yalue of the 
lnud on which the trees were set., is shown in Table 40. 

..f> 
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TABLE 39.-Alabama, Eufaula district: Labor and power costs per acre of developing 

a 1Jecan orchard during the fir.~t 10 years, according to a common method I and al 

cost ralcs prevail-ing ,in 1928 


Charged to Size of crew 
Hate of '1'1 Per· pec2lnsJIles ccntllge''"cars oIll~rntion is work 

performed Per each to 
}\1en norses dllY year pecans 

Opernlloll 	 donn charged/---:---I Cost 

Man Horso 
labor work 

--------1--------1------------------ ­
lVU11l- J.V'U7II- Orchard J.VlLlII-	 Dol-

Iler ber acre. ber Per Cfllt /Iollr& /lollr& Ian 

j'low............__ .... First to lenlh. ___ .. _ I 2 1. 5 l' 6-22 8.2 16. 4 3. 08 

lIlIrrow................ __ .••do•••••.•• __ ... , I 8.1 ' 6-22 1.6 1.6 .40 

1'11I1It: 

Set stukes __ ..__ ... First................ 3 25 1 100 1. 2 .15 

Dig holl's...............(10.............. I ____ ...1:1 I 100 3.3 .41 

Sottrcl~s, ...............do............ __ 3 2 10 1 100 3.0 2.0 .62 


Stako trees ............ (~'(rs~~••: __.::::::::::: :I ~!~ : :~ ~~ ~~ :~ 

Sf.'COn<L .. ~4~ .. _~_ ___ 3 2 40 1 100 .8 .5 .16
.. .. 

,\pply rerlilizer around 'I:hlnl nncl fonrtIL... :I 7.: 3..'1 1 100 1.8 1.2 .38 

Fillh nn,1 slxth..._..:1 30 I 100 2.0 1.4 .42
troes....... __ ........ 	SU"enth :I 2 25 1 100 1.2 .8 .25 

'glghtl; ;;,~i~;i~;il;::: 3 2 20 I 100 3.0 2.0 .62 

Tenth............... 3 18 I 100 1.7 1.1 .35 


Cnltl'·ato.............. (t:i~~Lt.~~~.~~t!~:::::::: 2~ (I) 2 '~~ 18: g 18.0 4: ro 

R(I('l)rHl.. ...._.. __ .. ~~ __ .... 1 20 2 100 1. 0 .12 

'I'hlrd nlHI rourth.... I 18 2 100 2.2 .28 


1100 aronnd trees ...... Fifth................ I 16 2 100 1. 2 .15 

Sixth and se,·ellth... I IS 100 2.7 .34 

Eighth ..........__ •• I (.I 2 100 1. 4 .18 

Nillth IIl1d tc~lILh.... I....... 12 ~ 100 3.3 .41 


prullc.• _.... __..._____ S"collli to tenth ............. ,.... ........ ....... 100 4.9 .61 

J!ClIIOVt' prulled wood. Firth to tellth ............. _.............. '...... 100 2.1 4.2 . i9 

RuJlcrvislOlI........... First to tenth._......... __ ............... __ ..... 100 16.7 4.18 

:II is('eilllneous ' ............. tio.............. '0 .......... 100 15.3 17.0 4.04
, ........ ....... 
- -------1-----r.--- ­

'I'otnl. ... ,............. __ ._ .. .... ...". ,....................... 100.1 68.6 23.18 


I Peenn trees set r.o hr 60 reeL or 12 to thn acre. Cotton nsnall}' rotated with ('Orn or some other cultivated 

l:rop ror hun'csL, interplantcd up to and inclnding the tree roWs dnring the entire development period. 


, ellllrges for land prl'pnrntion and cultl\'ntion prorated to peenns as roilows: },'irst Year, 5 per cent; 

st'cond year. 5 per t:1!nt; third yenr. 7 I~r cent; ronrth Yenr, 9 per locnt; firth ynnr, 11 per cent; sixth year, 13 

I)'.!r cent; seventh year, 15 per eentj eighth yenr, 17 per ccntj ninth year, 19 per cent· tenth year, 22 per cent. 

I I'ecun trees cultivnted the sUllie ns the intcrplantcd crop ror horvest on the basis of six cnltivotions ror 
cotton nnd threo ror corn ami other cultimtcd crops for harvest. 

, I n"'udes tnallllring, sprnyiug, seetting cover crop, orchard sanitation, and replacing missing trees. 

After the orchard has come into commercial bearing the interplant­
ing of field crops for harvest is usually discontinued. A winter cover 
crop, usually vetch, is sowed broadcast by hand in the fall at the 
rate of 18 pounds to the acre and is worked in with a disk han-ow. 
The following spring, commercial fertilizer is scattered over the 
surface of the cover crop around the trees and is turned under with 
a disk plow. During the growing season about six cultivations are 
given the orchard with a disk halTow. 

The care of an acre of bearing orchard in the Eufaula district 
usually requires slightly less than 1.5 days of man labor and the 
necessary motive power for performing the field operations. The 
operations conmlOnly performed with tractor-drawn implements are 
plowing, cultiYllting, and drilling in winter cover-crop seed. The 
labor Ilnd power cost, not including harvesting the crop, is shown in 
Table 41. The total 1\)28 operating cost is shown in Table 42. 
Hnl'vesting costs in 1928 ranged from $1.50 to $3 per hundred pounds 
of nuts. 
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'l'XIILE 'lO.-Alaba1lla, Bltfaula dls/riel: Cost 1)er acre of deve/01ling a llCcan orchard 
for the first 10 -years, by years, according to a common 1IIethod and at cost rates 
prellUililig in 1928 

Hec-	 SO,"·First Third ['ourth Fifth Sixth Eighth Ninth 'renth
itt'lII 	 and cnthyenr yeur yenr year ycur year yellr yearyenr 	 ycnr 

Fertilizer•• __ ••••••,.pounds •• 24 3/1 60 /10 8-1 S·I \)(1 120 120 144 
Lnhor nIHI power: 

1>[nn h'hnr•••••••. hours •• 15.2 ·1. Ii 6.1 5.S 14.0 8.5 10.7 U.S 13.0 11.8 

lIorsH work•....• _.•do •••• n.:1 2.!i :!.!l 3.6 11.2 G.5 S.:I 7.4 9.9 9.0 


Lnhor lind PO\\.... ; Dolls. [Jolls. Dol/s. Dol/.. Dall.. /)01/.. Dol/s. DolI.,. Doll.. DolI.,. 

iHlln IIlbor' ..... " ....... 2.21 O.tlS 0.80 O.S.' 2.12 1.21 1.56 1.-12 1.00 1.73 

II or$t) work at 121,,~ ('(!IllS 


I>t'r hOllr.....~:....... 71l .31 ..\9 .45 1.·10 .SI 1.01 .11:1 1.2·1 1.12 

----I---I-----.----- ­

'I'otul................... :1.00 .(~J 1.:18 1.30 3.52 2.05 2.110 2.35 :1.14 2.85

=.,='=:0-", =1= ·=1 ===== 

1Iluleriuls: ' 
:r::,~'~,~' ,~:~:".,;;~.;,. u r···· ........U.U••••u.·........·m...•m·....u .....•u. 

F'~lrnil~~~~~:'tC~:is '1;,:r toi,:. :11:::: ':50''':81' "':si ',"I:is' "i:18' "i::ii' ···i:tiS· "i:,iS' "'2:02 
lIlisc~IIII1ICOIlS '.......... .1!__.Il:; .\11 ______ .-18 .-111• l.U7 ,---i--.88 .SI .82
___ 1. [.( 	 .80 

'l'otuL ______ ....... ~_. 	 I·tia I.-II l.a2 1.2\1 a.15 2.:JZ 2.~ 2..52 2.50 2.82 
=-=====~==== 

Oth('r ('osts:
'I'nxes , ................. _ ,_, .01\.01 .0.5 .Oi .OS .10 .11 .13 .14 .16 
fisc of 'fllnt'hint.'rr t~, .2·1 .0'.) . Iii .1·1 ,,(2 .21 .31 .28 .37 .34 
Ovcrhl'nd ,___ ~.~* .... _ Z.f"" .30 .·10 .381.00 .00 .72 .73 .85 .85 

~---------~.------- ­
~...u~~I"'-..:.:'~ .60=.5U~ 1.50 ~_l.l'( 1.14 1.36 ~ 

Totnl cost, t'xdusiyc of in­
tefust .. ___ __ ..... * __ ~. ~ ~ " __ ~- ~O. tl7 2. 80 3.30 3. [.( 8. 17 5. 37 5. 00 r.. 01 7.00 i. 02 

lnlcreslnt (j per cent ~ '...... • I;'; 1. a5 1. OS 1. 08 2.·10 3.0L a.56 4.16 4.82 5.57 --------------1-----~ 
Totlll cost............ .20.82 .1. 21 .1. 95 5.12 10.57 S.3S (1.52 10.17 11.82 1259 


==.. ===1 =1==1==: 
Cost o( dC\'clopmcIIL lit ,'nil o(

(·urh yenr ......... . ·15.82 150.00 ,1.5.01 60.1a 70.70 i9. OS 88.60 U8.77 110.59 123. IS 

1 OrdinarY' labor chnrged nt 12!~ cents per hour, supervision nt 2.') cents per hour. 

'2 Includes JIlUIIIJre, 811my materllll, t'O\'ef-Ci'Op seed, replants, and other materials. 

1 Charges (or tnx(!s and ill Wrest prorntcti to pCtRn trees us follows: First yeur, 5 per t'Cnt; second year, 5 


pl'r cent; third Yl'nf ; per (.'l'llt; (ourth year, 9 percent; fifth year, 11 per cent; sixt.h yenr, 13 per cent; s(!venth t
ll'tlr, 15 per tent; (lighth year, J7 pt'r Cl'llt; ninth year, 19 J1('r cent; tenth year, 22 per (.'cnt. 

• RCt~ p. 16 (or method of COlllllUting rnachirwry', o'"l-'rlwud, and interest charges. 

I 'I'otul Co:lL including interest pillS iuitilll "nluu o( hind, nt $25 pcr acrc. 
 + 

'fAilLE 41.-.Alabama, Ellfauia district: Annual labor and power cost per acre of 
operatillg pecan orchards 15 10 19 years old I 11]) to harvest lime, according to a 
cc;mlllOII method, and at cost rates llrcvailingin 1928 2 

Siw of crcw Hato o( 
work Timcs ~rnn Horsc 'rractorOpcrntion 	 Costper done lahor work work 

~(cn Horses Trnctors day 

---------·1--·----------------
Orchard 

lV,L1llbt.r ~·umber ~YlLmbcr (lcr(s iVumber !lou,. /101/,. /lourt Dol/art 
Prune.... ........ ........... 1 ..... ........... 10 1 

HClllo\'c pruned wood....... 2 2 2;; 1 IJ ·..O:S· :.::~::: o:~ 

Apply (crtilizer nround tree!' 2" JO 1 2.0 2.0 .50 

Plow cover CfOP under_____ . .. [) I 2.0 2.0 2.75 

('lIlth'ote (disk narrow)..... 2,; Ij 2.·1 2.·1:1.30 

"ccd winter ~o"er (·rop..... IS t .r. .OS 

nisk in ,'Ovcr crop seed 25 1 •. 1 ,,".. .4 .51i 

Supen·ision ......... . 2.·1 _.....1 '" . flO 

lIliseellancous , ...... 2.8 2.0.... .m 
 •.f>­._.:.::..:..:.:...:.._...:.:.:.~l_·_·· 

'l'otlll.. 	 I 1-1.4 ·I.R i ·1.S \ 8.70 

I Trees set 60 hy 60 (cct, or 1210 the lI('re, or which 5 pcr cent were miSSing, 9:\ per ('enl. were in hearing,
nml 2 per l'Cnt were not in benring-mninly rcplnnts. 


: Ordinnry labor nl. 12~~ (:cnls lln hour, supervision ILL 25 l'ents, hor~c work at 12~'i tClllS, and tractor ut 

$1.25 . 

• includes llIanuring, hoeing, spraying, orchard slluitation, aud mlscellancous O(lerations. 

-\.. 

http:2.�1:1.30
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TABLE 42.-Alabama, EUfaula district: Annual cosl per acre of operating pecan 
orchards 15 to 19 years old I according to a common method and at cost rates 
prevailillg in 1928, arid yield required to cover costs 

Item QUllntlty Cost 

LabK~I~~(:nb~~e:_~~~~~_t~_~~~_:~::_. ____________________________ •________.•_•• ___._.. IIO~t.r~4 noll"{"10 
nor.;o work. ____•••• ________ •___••___________________________ . ______________ •••• 4.8 . flO 
Trnctor work__•__••_._..•_.___•_____._•••_••..••••_.••_••_._•••_••._._______ ._. _ 4.8 6.00 

Totn\.___ •_____ ._•• __. ___ ._. ___•_____••_.________________ ••_._________ ._. _._., •... _•• '.. 8. iO 

:Mnlerlnls: Pound., 
~'ertlllzcr lit $28 per ton ••• _. ____•••__ ._•••••_•••••_••••_.___ ._••_•• _._..•••••_. _ 28i; :1. 99 
Winter co,"er ~'rol), ,"etch at 12 cents per pound.__ •••••_._._. ___ •••_•••••____ ., 18 2.lfi 
1\I1sl'eUllncous '_••••__ ••. __ ••__••_._ •._•••____•__ •_________ ._. ___".__ •••_., ••_........ _... 1. 35 


'rotnl __ ... _______,________________________________________________ .. _.. 4 ..... _ ~ " _. ~ .. __ ~ 7.50__ • " _ ........ 


== Other costs:
Tnxes___ • __ ....................__• ___ .... __ •______• ________ ••••••••_. _••.••_'.,.••••._.... . i5 

Use or machinery, not including Imetor , __ •__.•___•___ .._...._ ••• _............. • IS 

O\'crhcl\!! '._....___..__ ....._. ___...____________________.._.... _....__ ••_._.... 2.43 

Total. ____ •••• __ •• _•• _________ ._._____• __ •____________ ._ ........ ' __ " _. _'_'" 
 :I.31l 

'1'otnl cost, exc1us!\'C or Interest_..__...___. ______ .•_______..._•••_......._......... __ 10.56 

Interest lit oper cent ................_........ _. ____• ___......_............_...... ,. ;.44 


Totlll cost. Including interest ......................_................_.... , ... . 27.00 
QUantity or nuts lit :lO l'Cnts per pound' required to CO\'er cost Inclu(ling harvesting: 

~:xclusl\'e or Interest...._... _•••_....... _...... _...___ ...._............._....... ' ;4 ......... _ 

Inclusive or Interest..___................ ___ .' .••• ' ........ , ............_.___ •..• 100 ._ ........ 


I Trees set ()O by ()O reel, or 12 to 1 he acre. or which 5 per l'Cnt were missing, 93 per {'Cnt wero b~ring, nnti 
2 per cent were replllnts amlnol. In hearing. 

, Includes manure, SPnl~' mllt~rilll, Pllint. allli other IIIlIlerll1ls. 
l Soo p. 16 ror method or eOlnpllting machinery. overhead. nnd interest chnr~cs. 
''1'he 1928 Stnte nvernge rarm price. Hnrvestlng costs include picking, grntiing, delivery to local ship­

ping point, nml nre bnseti on pecuns sold through 11 coopernti\'e nssociation. 

Conditions affecting pecan yields in the Eufaula district are 
similar to those outlined in the discussion of the Selma district, with 
a comparable degree of variation in yields obtained from different 
orchards in 1928. Yields reported for orchards 10 to 19 years of 
age ranged from 14 to 300 pounds an acre. One-half of these orchards 
from which production records were obtained by personal visits diet 
not have yields sumcient to cover costs, including interest charges 
and hllrvesting costs, computed on the basis of the conunon method 
of operating pecan orchards in the district. As in the Selma district, 
and for t.he State of Alabama as a whole (Table 8), the 1928 yields 
in the Eufaula district were relatively favorable compared with 
those of other seasons. 

Cotton has long been, and still is, the chief cash crop in the district 
centering around Eufaula. ""Yith decreased cotton yields, caused by 
the advent of the boll weevil and in some cases by the depletion of 
soil fertility, considerable attention is being ~h-en to pecan planting 
with a view to supplementing the income fTOm cotton, 01' in some cases 
as a major conmlercial enterprise intended to furnish all 01' a large 
part of the farm income in the future. 

Here, as in the other districts, it is well to rell1<JT'lber that conditions 
that handicap one crop may nlso militnte against nny new crop 
introduced. It is fully realized by most fnrmers that pecnn trees, 
like cotton, are affected by diseases, insect pests, nnd adverse weather 
conditions, but many persons fnil to realize that soil fertility is just 
as important for growing successful pecnn orchards as for the success­
ful production of cotton or other crops. The locntion of some 
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orchards in this district, as well as in other districts, without giving 
due consideration to soils, has resulted in the development of trees 
that are now severely handicapped in their ability to produce eco­
nomic yields. The leadership of the more successful orchardists in 
the area may well be followed in adopting practices which, in con­
junction ,dth proper location, will be more likely to result in profitable 
yields. These practices may have to be modified tv meet conditions 
e~isting in different orchards. The profitable yields obtained in the 
better managed orchards in the district are proof of the possibilities 
of it well-planned system to meet the requirements of pecan trees. 

MISSISSIPPI 


GULF COAST DISTRICT 


The orchards studied in the Gulf coast district of Mississippi are 
about equally divided between Harrison and Jackson Counties. 
This district is the only one studied in which interplanted crops for 
harvest ure not commonly grown in young orchards. Truck crops 
and filler crops of Satsuma oranges are interplanted in only a few 
orchards. Becltuse of other competing industries and, in part, the 
close proximity of the Gulf coast resort section, wages for man labor 
are relatively high. These two factors (no interplanted crop for 
hnrvest and high wages) cause a reln,tively high total cost of develop­
ing orchards into bearing in this district. The entire orchard is 
usuully plowed in the spring; fertilizer is scattered around the trees 
and diskcd in ,dth the first cultivation. Only tree rows are cultivated. 
The centers nre ullowed to grow weeds which are turned under with 
the spring plmdng. The tree rows are cultivated about four times 
during tlle summer. Spraying and the use of cover crops are not 
common. 

TARLE 43.-Mississippi, Gulf coast: Labor and power costs per acre oj developing a 
pecan orchard during the first 10 lIears, according to a common method 1 and at 
cost ralcs 1Jrevailing in 1928 

Size or crew Hate oC Times 
Ycors operation is 1--,.---,----1 work doneOpemtioll 

pcrrormed Men Horses Ttornrsc. per each
day year

------1-------1---------------------
Nltm· Nu,m· Num· Orchard N,tm· Dol· 

ber ber ber acres bu Hou," Hours Hours lars 
{First.••••••_•._•.• 1 2._._... 1.5 I 6.7 13.4 ••• _..• 3.52Plo" .•••----•••.••. Second to tenth •._ 1 ..•.••• 1 4 I 22.5 _•.••.• 22.5 33.19 

Harrow (disk) •••• ~-irst.••.•••••••••. I ..••••• I I~ 1 .7 .7 l. 03 
Plant: 

Set stakes ••__• __ ..•do._ ••_....... 3 .•...•• ••..••• 25 1. 2 ••..•••••.'_.. .27 

Dig holes •••••.••.•do••••••••..•_ 2 ••••••• .•...•• 7 
Set trees •••••.••••.do............ 5 2 ••••••• 14 ~:~ ···i~.j" =:::::: 1:~ 

Firsland second.. 3 2 ••••••_ 50 1.2 .8 ... ,... .39 
Third............. 3 2 ._ .••_. 40 .8 .5 " •••'. .25 
Fourth............ 3 2 ..••..• 32 . 9 .6 ••••••. .29 

Apply rertilizer Firth •••.•.••_..... 3 2 •••_... 28 1.1 .7 .••..•. .35 
around trees. Sixth .••. - •.••• -... 3 2 ••••... 24 1.2 .8 •••..•. .39 

. Se,·cnth........... 3 2 I....... 22 1.4 .9 •••..•• ,45
Eighth •• __••••••.• 3 2 ••.••.. 20 1. 5 I. 0 •••..•• .49 
Ninth ••••.• _._.... 3 2 •• _.... 18 1. 7 1.1 ••....• .55 
Tenth._._......... 3 2 ••••••• 16 1. 9 1. 2 .•.••.• .61 


Cultivatetreerows }F· h(disk harrow). lrst to tent .••.. 40 10.0 •.••... 10.0 14.75 
Prune............. Second to tenth •••••.••_ •..•••...•_._. _.••..••.•...._ 

Remove pruned Fifth to tenth .•.••• ' •.•••••.••.•.•••..•.._..••.•...•• g: f ···ii~2· ::::::: t~ 


wood. 
Supervision •••_••• First to tenth ••..•••• __ ..•••_..•.••..•..•_•••..•...••1 19.5 .••.••. •••.•.. 8.78 
.Miscellaneous '-•••••••do._•.•.•..•_.. ' ••• '1======1'=======\ 27.5 ....::.9_===~ 

Total. ••• -•.1.....-.--•••••••••• "]" ••• '- , •..••. ,.•. -- •• J- ••• - ...... ' •••, 117.9 54.5 33.2 80.59 

I Trees ~eL CO(} by 60 reet, or 12 to the ncrc. No interpinnted crop ror harvest during the development
period.

, lncludes spraying, seeding co'·cr crol', orchard sanitation, nnd repiacing missing trees. 
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The fact that row crops are not generally grown in pecan orchards 
in this distlict accounts in a large measure for the use of tractor­
drawn equipment for plowing, harrowing, and cultivating the 
orchards. At rates prevailing in 1928 the total labor and power cost 
for the first 10 years was about $80 an acre. (Table 43.) 

During the first year of development the cost of labor and power, 
trees, commercial fertilizer, spray, cover-crop seed, taxes, interest, 
and other items chargeable to the trees, plus the value of the land 
on which the trees were set, amounted to approJl.-imately $84 an acre. 
At the cnd of the tenth year the total cost, including interest com­
pounded annunlly, plus the vnlue of the land at $50 an acre, amounted 
to about $312 nn acre. (Table 44.) 

TABLE 44.-Mis8·issippi Gulf coast: Cost per acre of develolnng a pecan orchard 
for the first 10 years, by years, according to a common method and at cost rates 
prevailing ill 1928 

Item 	 First ~~~ Third Fourth Fifth Sixth ~g~h Eighth Ninth Tenth 
year yellr year year yellr year ye~r yenr year yenr 

----------1--------------------
Fertilizer___________ pounds__ 24 24 36 60 Si lOS 132 156 180 201 
Labor und ~ower:

:Mnn III or________ hours__ 24.1 8.6 9.2 8.2 10.4 11.8 12.1 11.9 11.5 10.1Horse work__________do__ 1I1.U 1.6 1.0 2.1 4.4 5.8 6.2 5.0 4.6 3.4
'l'rnclor work _______ .t1o__ 1.7 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3, Ii 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.5 

Lubor und power: Dolls. Dolls. Dolls. Dol/s. Dolls. Dol/s. Dol/s. Dolls. Dolls. Dolls. 
Mun ![\hor , ______________ n.32 2.25 2. 41 2.16 2. 72 3.11 3.17 3.13 3.02 2. 66 
IIorse work ut 15 cents 11Ilrhour___________________ 2. W .2·\ .24 .32 .66 .87 .93 .75 .68 .51 
'rrnetor work ut $1.25 per

hour___________________ 2.12 4.37 4.37 4.37 4.37 4.37 4.37 4.37 4.37 4.37 

TotaL______________ ll:4:l~ 7.026:85 7:75&35"'8.47 8.258.07-7:54 
=========b=== 

Materials:Trees nt $1 ench__________ 12.00 ..______________________________________________________________ _ 

Fertilizer at $37 per ton_ _ . .u . -14 .07 1. 11 1.55 2.00 2.44 2. g9 3.33 3.77 
l\Iiscellnneous , __________ 1.54 1.37 _31 1.32 1.79 1.65 2.01 3.49 2.91 2. 78 

--f-----------------r----­
'1'otnl. .._____________ 13.98 1.81 .98 2.43 3.3·1 3.66 4.45 6.38 6.24 6.55 

===F===P===I===F ==1 = 
Other costs:Tuxes____________________ I. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Use of mnchinery 3_______ .77 .10 .14 .18 .65 .96 1. 21 .71 .88 .32Overhend 3_______________ :1.81 1.30 1.20 1.39 1.66 1.80 1.\).1 2.19 2.15 2.11 

~rotn1. _______________ 5.58 2.40 2.34 2.57 3.31 3.76 4.15 3.90 4.03 3.43 
========1=====

Totnl cost, cxclusl\'cofinter(:S,,_ 30. IHl 11. 07 10.34 11. s:; H.40 15.76 17.07 18.53 18.31 17.52 
Interestnt6 percent'________ 3.. 24 5.W 6.07 7.OS 8.H 9.91 11.56 13.06 15.04 16.79 

Total cost.. ,,, ___ •___ a-I. 23 16.16 16.41 18.93 22.81 25.67 28.6:1 31. 59 33.38 34.31 
= 

Cost ofdevelopment nt end of 
ench yenr , _________________ 84.2:1 100.39 110.80 135. n 158.54 lSi.21 212.84 244.43 27i.81 312.12 

l OrdlD\\ry Inbor cl\l\rgcd nt 22~1 cents nn I1tJur nnll supervision at 45 cents ntl hOllr. 

I Includes spray IIInteritd. CO\'cr-crop seed, trees for replnnting. nml othcr materials. 

3 See p. 16 for method of complltlng mnchinery, ovorhend, lin!! intcrest chnrge.~. 

• Totnl cost including interest plus Initial vulue of land, nt $50 pcr ncrc. 

As previously stated, the geneml prllctice of not growing inter­
planted crops for harvest during the development of the young 
orchard is 11 large factor in cnusing the relatively high cost per acre of 
developing young orchards in this district compared with costs in 
other districts. A large number of the orchards nre owned by persons 
who derive the main portion of their incomes from other sources, 
and who can not nlwnys devote the time and attention, 01' the super­
vision, that would be required by the intm'plnnted crops, mainly 

http:7:75&35"'8.47
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truck crops, which are adapted to the district. Cotton, which would 
require less attention, is not favored by the soil and climatic condi­
tions neal' the Gulf coast. Many of the orchards are owned by 
absentee landlords and axe operated by caretakers for a fee. These 
orchards are not usually interplanted to commercial crops. 

In general, the cultural system commonly ~ollowed for bearing or­
chards is much the same as foJ' the development of young orchards. 
The entire tract is plowed in sprin&,. Usually, about three cultivations 
with a disk harrow are given durmg the summer. The use of cover 
crops Ot' spray is not common. Rather heavy applications of com­
mercial fertilizer are made, usually following the spring plowing and 
just preceding the first disking. 

The care of an acre of bearing orchard in the Gulf coast district 
usually requires slightly more than 2,5 days of man labor and the 
necessary motive power to perform the field operations. Tractor­
drawn implements are commonly used for plowing and cultivating. 
The labor and power cost, not including harvesting the crop, was $14.40 
an acre. (Table 45,) The t.otal 1928 operating cost, exclusive of 
hal'vesting costs, is shown in Table 46. Harvest costs in 1928 varied 
from $1.50 to $3.75 pel' hundred pounds of nuts. 

TABLE 45.-iYIississippi, Gulf coast: Annual labor and power cost per acre of 
operating pecan orchards 15 to 19 years old 1 up to harvest time, according to a 
common method, and at cost rates prevc;,iling in 19282 

Sizo of crew Hate 1 
Operation W~~k Times Man Horse Tractc Oost 

'l'rnc. per done labor work work 
l\[w liorses tors day 

---------1-------------___________ 
lVlLllL' ,vltll!· NILm· Orchard NIL1/!' Dol­

ber ber ber acres ber Hours HOlLTS HOlLTS laTS 
Prunll....................... 1 ........ ........ 1. 5 1 6.7 ........ ........ 1.51 

Uemo\'e pruned wood....... 2 2 ........ lO 1 2.0 2.0 ........ .75 

Plow........................ 1 ........ 1 4 J 2.5 ........ 2.5 3.69 

A pply fertilizer arount! trees. 3 2 ........ 14 1 2. J 1. 4 ........ .68 

Cultivate (disk harrow) .. __ . 1 ........ 1 15 3 2.0 ........ 2.0 2.95 


K¥~~:::;:~~~~~=~~~~:~~~~~~-.l+=g:~-Jll 

I Trees set 60 b~' flO fcet, or 12 to the ncre, of which 5 per cent were missing, 88 per cent were in bearing, 

nnd 7 per cent not in bonrin!;-mllinly replants. 
I Ordinary lnbor nt 22~" cents, supervision at 45 cents, horse work at 15 cents, and use of tractor $1.25. 
3 Includes applying manure, narrowing, mowing weeds, hoeing, seeding cover crop, spraying, and mis­

cellaneous operations. 
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TABLE 46.-lIifississippi, Gu.lf coast: Annual cosl per acre of 01JCrating lJCcan 
orchards 15 to 19 years old,' according to a common method and at cost rales prevail­
ing in 1928, and yield required to cover costs 

Quantity CostItem ____________________________________________1__________ 

DollarJLabor:t~~~a~~~_e:_~~~~~:~_~l:~~~~~t:_____ .______ ._ ______ ____ __________________ __ __ ___ __ I [o~~~3 6.91 
norse work ________________•______________________________________ •___________ .. 6. (j .99Tractor work _______________________________________________ .___________________ 5. ~ 0.50 

Total. ____________________________________________________________________ ---- -- ---. --- H.4{) 

~== 

Materials: POlwd.!Fertilizer nt $37 per ton ___________ •______ •__ ••_••______•_____________________ .. - 400 i.40 
Miscelbmeous I. ________________________....____..__._..________________________ • __ • __ ..•_ -1.00 

'1'otnl. ____________________________________________________________________. --- ---. ---. 11.40 

== 
Other costs: 'I'a'es _______________________________________________________________________ -. - - .. -- ------ 1. 00 

Use of mnchinery, not including truetor , _______________________________________ . ---------, 1.08Overhelld , ________________________ •__________•_________ •__ •__ •________________ .. ~==:::: __ 3. 87 

Totnl. _..___________ •____________________________________________________..___ ----- .--- 5.95 

Total cost, exclusive of interesL_____________________________________________________ ._-------- 31. 75 
Interest ut 6 \ler cent , ________________________________________ •_____________________ .---.----- l\}. IS 

Totul cosL _____________ ..______..___________________..__________ •___________ ....------.. 50. 93 

Quantity of nuts nt 30 cents per pound' required to coyer cost including h:lr,esting'. liS \ __________Exclush'e of interest___________ ---- ------------ --------- ------------.----•. ----- IS6 ________ .. 
Inclusive o( Interest.. ___ •__...--.--------------- .---- --------.-------- ----- .. ---

I 'rrces set 60 by 60 feet.. or 12 to the ncro. of which 5 per cent wcrc missing, SS per cent were in bearing, 
nnd i per cent not in hearing-mainly replants. 

1 [ncludes sprn~', mnnure, cover-crop seed, nnd otber mnterinls. 
I See p. 16 (or metho,1 of computin\( mllchinery, O\-erhead, nnd interest clmrges. 
, The IIl'2S Stllte ,,,,eruga (arm price. Haryesting costs include picking, grading, and delivery to locnl 

shipping point nnd are bllsed on pecans sold to buyers by e.~press. 

Pecan yields obtained in Mississippi in 1928 were considerably 
above the average for other years, as indicated by the No\'ember 1 
crop-condition reports obtained for a period of years. (Table 8.) 
However, the information obtained by means of personal visits and 
by questionnltires indicates a wiele range in yields fr~m different 
orchards in the Mississippi Gulf-coast district. Yield information 
for 1928 was obtaine<l from 43 orchards 15 to 19 years of ;,ge, includ­
ing 16,037 trees. The range jll yields from these orchards is shown 
in the distribution of the orchards classified according to the average 
yield secured per tree. 

Yiel,[ per tree Numher of 
in pounds orchards

Yieltl per tree Number o[ in pounds orcbards 

0.5-4.49_______________________ 12 32.5-36.4IL____________________ 4 
4.5-8.49_______________________ 6 36.5-40.49_____________________ 2 
8.5-12.49______________________ 3 40.5-44.49_____________________ 3 

44.5-48.49_____________________ 112.5-16.49_____________________ 2 48.5-lj2.49 __ .. ___ __ ____ _____ ___ _ 016.5-20.49____________________ - 2 

20.5-24.49_____________________ 0 
 52.5-56.49_____________________ 2 
24.5-28.49_____________________ 3 56.5-60.49_____________________ 2 
28.5-32.49_____________________ 1 

Approximately 28 per cent of the orchards yielded less than 4.5 
pounds of pecans a tree and 42 per cent yielded less than 8.5 pounds 
of pecans a tree. On the basis of 12 trees to the acre, of which 10.6 

http:28.5-32.49
http:56.5-60.49
http:24.5-28.49
http:52.5-56.49
http:20.5-24.49
http:16.5-20.49
http:48.5-lj2.49
http:12.5-16.49
http:44.5-48.49
http:40.5-44.49
http:8.5-12.49
http:36.5-40.49
http:4.5-8.49
http:0.5-4.49


58 TECHNlCAL DULLE'l'IN 324, U. S. DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE 

are i.n bearing, approximately 56 per cent of the pecan orchards 
15 to 19 years of age did not have vields sufficient to pay costs in 
1928, including harvest costs and Jnterest charges, based on the 
common method of operating bearing orchards in the district. With 
costs computed on the same basis, but not including interest as a 
charge, approximately 48 per cent of the orchards did not have yields 
sufficient to pay costs. On the other hand, comparatively high yields 
were reported from some of the orchards, as indicated in the upper 
ranges of the yield distribution shown. 

The most cOllunon reasons given for the low yields obtained on some 
of the orchards were the use of varieties unsuited to the district; lack 
of soil fertility; poor drainage; uncontrolled insect pests and fungus 
discuses; trees planted too close; and neglect of the orchurd during 
the development period. Although these and other factors discussed 
for the other districts must be given due consideration, differences in 
orchard sites with respect to s:)il fertility and surface features are one 
of the most importnnt factors contributing to the wide range in 
pecan yields in this district. The soils vary widely in their ability to 
produce profitable pecnn crops. TIle flat, poorly drained gray soils 
are of low agricultural ynlue. In other sections of the district, the red, 
waxy cln.y subsoil, often nearly impen-ious, is too close to the surface 
to pm·nut easy cultivation. The most suecessful orchards in the 
district are on weU-drained sandy-loam soils having subsoils of friable 
yellow or reddish sandy or fine sandy clays. 

LOUISIANA 

SHREVEPORT DISTRICT 

The orchards studied in the Shreveport district of Louisiana are in 
Caddo, Bossier, and Natchitoches Parishes, the majority being in the 
first two parishes. Development of pecan orchards in this district is 
usually in conjunction with the production of field crops for harvest. 
The usual practice is to interplant field crops between the trees up to 
and including the tree rows. Although corn, hay, and vegetables are 
sometimes usecr, cotton is the usual crop. Cotton is commonly inter­
planted for four successive years, alternating with some other crop 
the fifth year. The interplanted crop is given the usual cultivation 
just as if the pecan trees were not present. The cultivation given the 
pecan trees, then, is incidental to that given the interplanted crop. 
The general practice of interplunting row crops, grown by share 
labm. :n orchards during the development stage as well as in bearing 
orchards, is a large factor in the choice of horses or mules as the 
common source of motive power for orchard work in this district. 

To protect the young trees from injury while cultivating the inter­
planted crops, two stakes are set, one on each side of the young trees. 
These stakes are left for four or five years, or until the young trees 
are not so susceptible to injury. Some growers use screening or 
burlap wrapping around the lower part of the tree trunks to prevent 
rabbits from injuring and possibly killing the young trees by girdling 
them, but trus practice is not common. 

The proportionate share of the joint costs chargeable to pecans for 
each year of the development period is shown in the footnotes to 
Tables 47 and 48. The total labor and power cost for the first 10 
years is shov"n in Table 47, and the total cost, exclusive. of the cost or 
value of the land and the interest thereon, in Table 48. 
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T."BLE 47.-Lauisiana, Shreveport clistr-ict: Labor and power cosls per acre of 
developing a pecan orchard during Ihejirst 10 years, according /0 a commo1/.1I/cthod I 
and at cOllt ratell prevailing in 1928 

Size of crew II' t Chnrged to 
Rate of 'rimeS! ert:en pecans 

Years opernlion is I---,----! work done \ aj;OOperntlon 	 Costper(ormc.J IlCr each !ChnrgOd
to !>fnn IIorse 

_________.I-________ I.~_,_fe_n ::~-==-I~~~__ 
Ar11ll· 1\"'''111· Orchard .1.-Vum­

brr ou «errs Ott Per cent [/0"r8 1I0llrs Do1l8. 
Plow••_••••••_•••••••• First to tenth•._•••• I 2 1.5 I '1i-18 Ii.S 13.6 2:18 
Harrow•••••_••_••••.•••••••do._.__ ._.__ .•••. I i 25-18 2. U 2.9 • ia 
Plant: 

Set stakes..""'" ~·lrsL ......_•.•__•• 30 I 100 1.0 .15 
DI~ holes •• _....__• __•••do ••• ____ ...._... a.1i I 100 2.9 .« 
Set tre"",••••• __ ••• _ • __ ••do••.•.••._____.. i 24 I 100 29 .8 .li2 

Stnko trce.'__._•••••__ ......<lo.__._...._••___ 2 2 S 1 100 2.f> :l.f> .62 
C'nlth·ule..... __ ••__ •. First to lonth._..... 3. [) (1) 2;'-18 15. S 15.8 3.95 

First and second_... 20 4 100 4.0 . GO 
'l'hinL_....___ .. ______ 18 2 100 1. I . 16 
}'ourth.__ .....______ 18·1 100 !l. 2 • a:! 

Hoo around troos. __••• Fifth Ilnd sixth...... li·1 100 4. S . i2 
Seventh....___ •__•.• \ij·l 100 2.;' . as

( g(ghth..__.......... 10:! 100 I .) . IS 

Ninth lind lenth••_. I 1.1 100 5.4 .81 

Pmne ____............. Sc'Cond to tenth __... __.......... __ ..... ....... 100 5.8 ....... .8i 
Hemo\'o pmnoo Wooli. Fifth tl) tenth•••••• __ •••. ... •• ..... __ .... • 100 2.8 5.6 .98 
SullCrvlsion........... First to tcnth. ___ •• ... . . •.•. .......... 100 IS.:! ~..... 5.49 
Mise'tlliancolIS l.........., .uo._.._......... ~ I .,. 100 2i.2 i.O 4.i8 

'l'otnl._..._...... •............. ~ . __ .. :-:-:-::-:-:-;--.-. ~""liii:'l 48.2 "2.i:OO 


I Trecs set 00 hy m feet, or \0 to Ihe acre. ('oltoll usuallY rotnle.([ with corn or somp other culth'aled 
crop for llllf\'est, lllterplnole.l up to mill incllll\in~ the tTL'" r<)WS durin~ lho eutire de\'clopmenl llCriml. 

, Char~es (or land Jlrepnrulioll nnd cuili\'lilion chllr~cdlo peCtIns IlS follows: First yenr. 5 Jler cent; second 
>·ear. 5 per cent; third year, 0 llCr ecnt; fourth yenr, i IlCr e'ent; Ii fth yenr, 9 pe\' cent; sixth yenr. 10 per cent; 
s•.wenth )·C1\T. 12 per ""nt· ei~hlh yenr, lot per e'ent; ninth ye.". 16 llCr cent; tenth year. 18 per cent. 

1 l'eL'fill Irl't'S culth'ated the same lI8 the inlerplnnte<i crops for harvest on the hasis ot six culLimlions for 
collon nnd three fur COrn anli other cultivateli crOJlS (or hnn·est• 

• Includes ferlilit.ing. sJlraying, seeding cover croJl. orchurd sllnllntion, nnd repillcing missing trees. 

T.-I.BLE 48.-Louisialla, Shreveport district: Cost 11er acre of developing a pecan 
oTchartl for the first to years) by years, at cost rates prevailing in 1928 

Item 	 First ~~ci 1'hird Fourth Fifth Sixth ~~~;~ Eighth Ninth Tenth 
year y~r yenr year year year year year year year 

---------1--------_·-----1-----
Labor 11m! power: i.2

Mnn IlIbor •• _______ hours.. IS.8 0.8 8.0 0.4 10.4 1I.8 9.8 13.6 14.3 
!lorse work.__•• __ ••do._.. f,. 4 2. I 2.5 3.4 3.8 4.2 5.8 5.4 i.4 8.2 

Lnbor nnd power: Doll•• Doll•. Doll.. Doll.. Dol/.,. DollI!. DoI~.. DoLL•• Do1l8. Dolls. 
Man lahor , ........... _._ :I.:!8 I. 2(i 1.18 1.40 1.6.; 1.82 2.0i I. il 2.30 2,,1 
Horse work, nt.lOcenls l1Cr 

hour __ ..........____ •___ .5-1 .2t .2.'> .3·' .;~5 .42 .58 .M .i4 .82 
TotaL __••____ ••.• _____ "3.8:i" "I.T7'"r-i. ·13 ~2Ji3~ 2. (i;'i 2:2[, ----:i:13 -:t:i3 

Material.: ====~====== 
1'rees, fit $l.lOench........ 11.00 

Stakes ror young trees, fit 


6 cents ench._ ........... 1.20 .. "''' •••• __ •• __....- .. " __ ... __ .......... ___ .. __..... _____ __ 
Miscellancous '.________... 1.10 1.07 .2i I. GL .2'J 1.12 2. 10 .40 .« I. 24 

TotaL.._______________ i3.3O l.O7 -----::i7 I:6I~ t:J2 2:Iilr-:-:w- ---:44 --u4 

, Or<iitmrr Inhor charged at 15 cenls fin hour, SUI1Cr\'ision al30 Cl'n:" nn hour. 
, Inciudes (crtlliter, ~'()\'or·crop sCI:li, SJlray lIlalerinl, Irees (or replllnlin~. nnti other nJllterials. 
1 Charges for tl1xes alII! interest Ilrorfllcd to ]lCClln lrces!ls follows: First YCflr. " per cent; second year, [,

per t'elll; third YCllr. 0 pcr cenl; fourth yenr. i per cent; fifth yem', 9 per ccnt: sixth yellr, 10 per cont; seventh 
year, 12 ll<Jr cent; ei~hth ~'enr, 14 per cent; ninth yenr. iii per ccn~; lenth ~'cllr, IS per cent. 

I See 1'.16 for metho<l o( coml,utlng 1lII1chlner;', o\'erilcml, nnt! lDtcrcst charges. 
, Does not In this case inclll( 0 any sum (or initial vulne or land. 
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At the end of the first year of the development period the cost of 
lnbor and power, trees, commercial fertilize's, cover-crop seed, spray, 
and other items chargeable to the trees was about $20 iLD acre. At 
the end of the tenth year the" cumulative cost," including interest 
compounded annually, arnount~d to approximately $90 an acre. 
(Tllble '18.) Land vlllues in this district are higher than in the other 
districts studied. 'fhe rich allllvilli soil produces especially good 
yields of cotton not onJy during the development stage of the orchard 
but also in orchards of heming age. Such land as is usually used. for 
pecan orchllrds is commonl)' valued at $150 an acre. 

Field crops are usually interplauted in bearing orchards. A few 
growel"S lenNe tree-ro"r spaces wlrich fire cultivated independently of 
the intcrcrops. The most commOlllllethod, however, is to interplant 
crops lip to the trees in orchards 15 to 19 yeal"S of age. The trees 
rerein) the same cultivation that is given the iptercrops. The 
system is the same ns that used in yOlmg orchards. Bearing trees, 
11owo,oor, require mOTe space and therefore shade out more of the 
intererop than do young trees. Little or llO production is expected 
from intercrops ncar the trees, although the entire space, up to the 
tr-ees, is cultiyuted in the sume way. Cotton is the chief field crop. 

The labor and power cost, chargeable to pecans, not including 
han-esting the crop, is shown in Table 49, and the total 1928 oper­
nting cost chllrgellble to pecans, in Table 50. 

TABLE 4.!J.-Lollisiana, Shrct'eporl. district: Annual laboT and power cost per acre 
of operating pecan orchards, 15 to 19 !leaTs old, up to harvest time, according to a 
commOn method I and at cost rales IJrCl'ailing in 1928 2 

~izo of crew Charged to peenos 
Per­

O~~~~k Times centnge
Operation l per doy done chllrged Man norse 

____________I_~_[e_n_t Horses __1_ t~h~- iobor work Cost 

XIIIlI-!_VI//II- Orchard ",oli/ll_ Per 
I her ber acrt.. ber Ullt lIou,. 110U,. Doila.. 

h~:~g~'(ii;r;iri~;(;\:o.;;c::::::::::' : I ~""--2', ~ ::~ ~g 1.0 o:~
Orchllrd :\llllihl\[Oll "'. . ....... __ .. _ ._______ 100 1.0 .5 .:II 
Plow.. . "" . . .. . . . . 1 ! 2 ~. .; I 3.; 2.3 4. (; .80 

~f~r[[~~~;l.;o . . - --.. . . : I : I' 3. 5 ~ ~ ~: g ~: g 1: ~ 
Hoo........ - 1 1.... ____ S 2 100 2. 5 .38 

Supervision .... <"'"'~ ...... ~ _c"' •• "j' f .. ~~~ .. ~~ " .... ~~ ... ____ • 100 4.2 _ 1.26 
~ll$cclh\llctlusl ........ _o .. __ .... .:. __ ". I........ ,........ ____.... 100 5.4 4., 1.28 

.I--j--'--l----r-------....... ,..1. ..
'rolul _...•,. ____ ....._._0.. 25.4 Ii.S 6.22 
i ! i· t 

I 'I'rees ;:e~ 66 br C16 f('Qt. or 10 to tho arre, of which 6 per cent were missing, 88 per cent were In benring,
nnd G per tent were not in benring-mninJy replants. 

J Ordinary lobor 11\ 15 cents tin hour, supervision nt 30 cents, horse work at 10 cents, and use of tmctor ot
$1.2.';. 

J Includes s~cdlng CO\'cr crop, spruyiIil:, npplring fertilizer and manure, nnd miscellaneous operations. 
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TABLE SO.-Louisiana, Shreveport. district: Annual cost per acre of operating pecan 
orchards 15 to 19 years old' according to a common method and at cosl, rales 
prevailing in !.928, lind yield requirellto cover costs 

[lem QUllntitr Cost 

--------------------------------------------.\---_.----­
Lu~~g~(I•.\;~~~c~_~':i~~_I~. h~."::s~:•. _.............................................. __ Ila~~~4 Dal/~~~ 


"orso work, _. _. _,..... ....... ................................................. 17.8 1. 78 


.1'01.11.. ...•.. , ............................................................ · 6.22
•••1:......... 

~lnterial$: ~ I iscelhuleous 2 .. ~~ __ ., ............... _ ..... ~ __ " ____...._____ ... ___ " __________ .. ________ .. ~,.". _..... .,,,., 2. 25 


O'hf.,~~' ............................................................................1 .~ 

l"so DC n\llehiucry, not.. tn("ltldin~ trlllitor ,_ ... _.. ~, r~ ~# __ _ ~ _ ~_ ~ .... ______ __ .. • 79... .. ... _ .. ,. ~ _, _ _"_""""_ 

o:;~~::~~:~:::: ... '.~. ::::.::: :::~::.::::::~~::~:::::::::::~::::::::::::~::::::::r:':'::::I ::: 
'Potl\l ('(lst, cxcluslv('~( i[ltoresL.........~ ...........................................J ........ 1' 11.05 

Inl('rL\.stnt6Ht·rcentll_ .. ~ •. ,.._~,,~ .... "~~_~"~K~ _ _ ~c~'"'w __ ~~ ____ .~_~ .. ~ __ ~ __ .. ~ .. ~ .. __ ) ••• ___ ._~ 8.80 

'1'01111 rost. ... _...................................... - ...................... ~I~ 

QUllnllty of milS ."t 2. rellts per pOllllil • required 10 eover (·osl. il1('huliuJ( IlIln'esting: POIl1ld., I

J.;x('lusi\·cnrlnt(lrest~~ <_. "_ .. _~._~ ..... __ .. "~~ ..... ~ .. ~.~ ... ~ __ ~_ ~. __ .~ ... _~~. __ ,,_ .. __ 4S .~_~_ .. ____ 
l!1clIlSh-eofill\crest..., .... _ .. . ... , .. _....... ll:~ _........ 

1Trees set 06 I)\~ f..) re~t, or 10 to the acre, or which 6 per ('ent wert! missing. &i per cent were in heuring, 
nnd Uper ('cnt wore: TClllnllts und lJot in beuring.

, [n(']lIdos Co\'or-crop seed, spruy mllterinl, fertilizer. lind mn[lllrc. 
3 3t; per cent or tho ('tutrgcs ror hUes nnd interest is l'hnrl!cll to r>el'tms~ 
• Sell p.16lor l11e~hod of computin)< mnchi!1ery. o\"erhclltil\ll(\ interest chnrl;cs. 
I The 1925 :itnto n\"crn~o fllrm price. Harvesting C()sts include picking, grading, and deli.ery to 10cI11 

shipping poInt nnd nrc bllsml on I!CCllns sold to locnl deniers. 

Horn;'sting costs in 1928 mnged from 81.50 to 83.50 per hundred 
pounds of nuts. 

In orchards 10 to 19 yeors of oge for which production records were 
obtnined, yields mnged from 54 to 12G pounds an acre. Approxi­
mately 50 pcr cent of these orchards did not have yields sufficient to 
coyer eosts, including interest and harv-esting costs, as shown in 
Table 50. 

The 1928 yield of pecans in Louisiana was nbov-c the av-erage for 
the Stntc during the lO-yenr period 1920-1929. Yields reported for 
that year in the Shrcveport district, however, were somewhat lower 
thnn unticipated in many of the orchards from which production 
records wcre obtained hy personol visits. These low yields may be 
attribu ted Inrg('ly to poorly fiJled nuts. 

:Most of the o1'chords included in this study are on cotton planta­
tions or on fnrms on which cotton is the main, and in some cases the 
only other, cosh crop of importance. The production of pecans, being 
incidental to the production of cott{)n even after the orchard has 
nttained beoring ngc, mny not reeeiv-e the attention that would be 
accorded II crop thnt enjoys iii more prominent place in the fnrming 
system. Yields of pCCllns for many orchords in the district, therefore, 
have been somewhot low. 

The nlluvial soil of the orea, on which the larger number of the 
orchurds studied aTO locflted, is well adopted to cotton, The normolly 
favorable cotton yields have resulted in a relatively high evaluation 
of the land. The investment is such, then, that it is particularly 
dcsimble thnt some income be derived from the land pending the 
development of pecan trees. The planting of fewer trees to the acre 
not only permits the interpitmting of field crops in the orchard during 
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the development period but n.lso n.llows II. continun.tion of this prn.ctice 
until the size of the trees prcvents 11 pl'ofitn.ble production of such 
crops. This point in most cllses has not been reached in orchllrds or 
from 1.5 to 19 yeal'S of age. When the size of trees becomes such that 
it is no longer udvisnble to grow an interpltmted crop of cotton the 
sole income from the lund, of an initial value of $150 all ncre, will be 
rrom pecans. 

Lt is Ull open question whether pecans can successfully compete 
with cotton on lnnd of this value. The small qunntity of nuts re­
quircd topny costs IlS shown in Tnble 50, reprcscnts orchurds in which 
the t.·ees hnve not nttnined It size thnt prohibits the growing of cotton 
in the orchard and in which the cotton crop is chnrged with the major 
share of the joint costs. The gencrn.! system of orchard ll1nnngement 
followed, with the yields secmed, on an orchard of 30 yeaTs of nge is 
outlincd bricfly IlS nil ilHlication of n system of Illnnngelllcnt followed on 
oldcr orchards in the (listrict in which cotton is no longcr interplnnted. 

The cultivation of tlus orchard consists of plowing strips, 15 fect 
widc, on cnch side of thc trce rows during wintet·. Beginning in the 
spring, thcse strips are gone ovcr with iL disk cultivator ILbout every 
othCl' week until the latter part of July. The middles nre nllowed to 
grow up in sweet clover, mostly l!lelilotu,s indicn, wluch rcseeds itsclf 
IlnIll1l111y. This Icguminous growth is disked in during the fiI'St pnrt 
of July, and the entire orchard is usunUy given two more diskings 
betw(lcn that time and hnrvcsting. The sweetcloycr from one-fourth 
of the orchard ucrenge is harvcsted for hay each yenr. FcrtiLizing 
nnd sprn,ying nre done only irrcguit1rly nnd may not be clnssed ns 
yeul'ly operntions. 

During the 5-year period 1024 to 1928 the orchnrd produced an 
avel'llge nnllunl yield of about 163 pounds of nuts nn ncre. This wns 
nn nvcrage yield of 23.6 pounds of pecn,ns a tree, counting all trees 
originally plnnted ns bearing trees. The orchard was originally 
plunted at the rnte of 6.9 trecs to the acre, but it wns estimated thnt 
approximately 28 per cent of the trees were missing and nppl'oxi­
mnt~ly 5 per cent were nonbearing replants. The tn'es actually in 
benrlllg, therefore, produced an annual iLvemge of 35.2 pounds of nuts 
a tree during the 5-yenr period. The lnl'ge proportion of missing 
trees IIml the consequent 101Vet· yield on an ncre bnsis may largely be 
attributed to neglect of the orchard during the development period. 
With a full stand of but 7 trees to the acre, the orchard would prob­
ably not be crowded for space whcn 30 yenI'S old and with careful 
consideration given to the maintennnce of soil fertility, it is not 
unrellsonable to nssume that yields of 30 to 35 pounds normally 
nught be ,)btained a tree. 

MARKETING 

In discussing pecan marketing it is important to keep in mind 
that the so-called improved varieties, under present conditions, are 
httndled in a manner that is different from the manner in wluch the 
native seedling crop is handled. Most of the pecans grown under 
cultivation are of the improvcd or named vnrieties which have been 
selected from the nntive seedling stock becnuse of size or other desir­
able qllttlities. Thc nvernge size of native seedling nuts is smilJler 
than of the improved vttrieties. 
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Improved varieties of pecans arc largely markete(l and distributed 
in the unshelled state to consumers. Some seedlings, pnrticularly the 
largest sizes, UJ'e also marketed in this way, but the larger portion of 
the native seedling crop is sold to commercial sbellers. In so far as 
pructicnble, therefore, the marketing of improved varieties is discussed 
sepnmtely from the Illarketing of the nntive seedling crop. 

The mnrketing information in this bulletin is based on the findings 
of a survey made in 1928-29. With the assistance of the Federal 
Fttrm Board, the National Pecan .Marketing Association, a coopera­
tive sales ngency, was organized in July, 1930. Pecun-marketing 
conditions HUty be ufl'ected mntel'iully by this organization, 

SHIPPING·POINT PRACTICES 

Vnl'ious methods have been used by growers of Unproved pecnns 
during recent yeul'S in disposing of their crops. These include selling 
through n cooperative association; selling to one of a number of Inrge 
shippers or to it smull local buyer; consigning to n city denIer or 
rctlliler; and selling direct to city deniers, retailers, or consilmers. 
Some growers uml small shippers hnve made a practice of selling 
direct to consumers and shipping by parcel post or e~-press. .:Most 
of the snies by large shippers nre on un f. o. b. shipp;ng-point bnsis. 

Seedling or native pecans, which arc produced chiefly in Texas, 
Oklahoma, and neighboring Stlltes, are usunlly shelled commercially, 
although some unshelled seedlings reach the consuming public, 
principally in mixed nuts. The crop is assembled through country 
merchants, dealers, and representatives of shellers. The shellers 
usually buy the nuts ungraded and grade them before cracking. 

The methods of disposnl of the 1928 pecan crop by growers as 
reported in the survey nrc shown in Table 51. 

TABLE 51.-DiSlJosition growers made of the pecan crop, by Slates, 1928 

i Deli\". ShibllC~ t? o~tside ISold locally N:ot' Icred to u~ er:; b~ - to- Cracked dIS-
Pro. ICOOllCr·, on lanns Con· posed 

Stnte and SCCtiOIl duc·, IltiVO i I lor sale sumed .01 TotalI 
tion 'wlling ! I Con. 01 on" hen crop\ Iassol'in. Freight' Ex: Parcel De~l. Sum. kernels larm reJ?Ort 

-------I--I~\--= posL 1-=--=-__'___ ~~':fe __ 

J,000 I I Pcr Per 1\ Per Per Per Per Per 
lb.. \Ptr ceni.Per cellt cellt C<lIt cent cent Per cent cent Ctnt cent 

North Carolina.••_... 600 5.6 ! 2. 0 i.O 8.0 I li.O 16.0 1. 0 40.0 3.4 100 
South ('''r(llina. ___ .•• i:lO 15.0 5.0 11.0 9.0 119.5 12.0 .5 25.0 3.0 100 
Oeorj!in........... __ •• S, 400 ~4. 3 15. S 11. I 4.1 \25.0 5.. 1 .2 12.5 1. 0 100 
Florida._....._______ • 2, OCO 2·1. 0 15.0 14.0 4.0 21. 0 5.0 .5 15.0 1. 5 100 
Alnb/l.lI!n_ •••• __ ...... 3,~>OO I 3!.? •• 0 15.0 :1.0 i 16.7 10.0 .2 1.0.0 1.8 100 
1l!sslssl\lpl........... _~~_IS~~~134.0! 11.0 .5 10.0 3.0 100 

Easteru.........!21, 820 ~ 14. 21~ 3.912.5.8 I 8.2 .4 13. i 1.9 100 


l\lissourL............ ! aoo --.-5~1~~!153.0 Ii 28.7 """'" 12.7 .6 100 

Arkanslls.............! 1,'[,() ........ 1.0 1.i.0 3.0 49.0 11.0 2.0 15.0 4.0 100 

Louisiana............. 1\ 5, [,()() 1. 0 18. 0 2. 0 . 3 00. 0 5.0 0 3. -I 100
. 3 ~o. 
Oklahoma...__ ....... 8,400 ........ J3.0 1.0 2.0 I&1.0 8.5 .5 10.0 1.0 100 
'rexas •••• _............! 2'J, [,()() 2. 0 7.0 1. 5 2.0 67.0 11.0 3 . .0 5.0 1. 0 100

I-'-"------I-:·--,--r---f
Western........t 405,4.;0 1.", 9.2 2. 0 1.8 I 04. S I 9.9 2. 5 ~ 1.4 100 


'l'otal······--..·F~i IO.S 15.4 [251 52. 1 19.4 rul9.ll~roo 
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In 1928 hnmlling by coopel'lltive selling associations was largely 
confined to the States east of the Mississippi. Very few nu ts were so 
handled in any of the States west of the Mississippi and Ilona, so fill' 
as reported, in Arkansns IlUd Oklnhoma. The most important mar­
keting channel used by growers has been through the local. buyers or 
dealers who are estimated to have handled more than half the crop. 

A few growers and small shippers have been successful in mnrketing 
pecans by parcel post, but in geneml it has been difficult to dispose 
of hU'ge quantities successfully in this way. Objections aTe that the 
purchnser who is usually a consumer does not have an opportunity to 
inspect the nuts prior to their receipt and shippers have in some 
instnnces sufrered losses when pn,yment was not required in advance 
on pnl'cel-post shipments. Pecnns nre becomin~ more generally 
Rvnilable through the retnil stores, and the trend 111 prices has been 
downwlu·d. These conditions tue not conducive to nn increased 
volume of snles through purcel-post charillels. 

Methods of disposal vnry considerably in the different Stntes, 
depending upon the degree of concentru,tion of the industry. Sales 
for local consumption" for instance, amounted to ns much as one­
fourth of the crop in nt least one State and more thnn one-tenth in 
severnl others, whiie it fell to one-twentieth in Georgia, Florida, and 
Louisinua. Consumpiion on tbe faTJll where produced is also Tela­
tively high in districts in which the crop is grown to only a limited 
extent, being 25 per cent and over in the CU;l'Olinas, but fulling to 
5 per cent in Texas where a lorge proportion of the crop is not gathered 
by tho owner. Growers' shipments by express are highest in the 
States east of the Mississippi that produce improved types of nuts, 
find are negligible in Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Texas. 

The rn,te on less than cnrlood lot freight shipments of unshelled 
pecans from lllbany, Ga., to Chicago, Ill., in June, 1931, was reported 
as $1.51 pel' hundredweight, and on car-lot shipments 97 cents per 
hundredweight. These ru,tes nre subject to change and are stated 
hero only ns an illustration of approximate transportation costs. 

Pecans sold cooperatively or to lllrge shippers in the districts that 
produce chiefly improved varieties have been sized, graded, and 
packed at houses opemted by the association or by shippers. Of the 
nu ts handled cooperatively or by lnrge shippers in the 1928 season, 
approximately 50 per cent were packed in 100-pound double-ply 
bm'lap sacks, 38 per cent in 50-pound boxes, 9 pel' cent in 25-pound 
boxes, and the remainder in bnJTcis, small sacks, and cartons. Re­
ports indicnte that somewhat less than one-half of the 1928 crop 
shipments of unshelled pecans from the improved pecan area were in 
curloads. The remainder were sent to market chiefly in 1. c.l. (less 
than carload lot) freight shipments ulthough some were moved by 
e~'Press, parcel post, and motor tnlCk. 

General grading methods fOT improved varieties or large seedlings 
have been recommended by the National Pecan Association, but they 
have not been applied uniformly by all shippers.s Each of the 
important shipping organizations has operated umIer its o\\'n brands, 
which l'epresent various varieties or mixtures of varieties, and its 
own standards of qunlity and size. In marketing, the Schley valiety, 
which brings a premium in price, is not mixed with other varieties. 

I Omcin! h't"n<iing stnl1(lnr<is Cor unshclh!<i pecnns (Improved "nrirtirs nnci Inrge seecilings-not shelling 
stock) were is.~ued by the lIurcnn oC Agricuiturni Bconomics, U. S. Depnrtrl1(mt of Agriculture, in October, 
1030, nud wero r~'Cornrnoudod by tho NIlt!oullII'eellu Associntiou tit its lluuulll meeting Iu 1930. 
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The so-called stnndarcl varieties other than Schley, us Stuart, Success, 
Vun Demnn, Alley, Pnbst, Frotschel', IUld others of similnr uppe!lrnnce 
and chuJ'ueteJ', nre lIsunlly sold in mixtures of vUl'ieties but in some 
instances us individuul YIU;eties. 

Usun.lly pecnns from the current senson's crop cnn not be 'Plnced on 
the mtll'ket ill q.lIuntity, un.til neter the fil'st of Noyember. In yeurs of 
henvy prod uc LIon 11 conslClem ble percen tuge of the crop has been 
('iuTied over in cold stornge IUld marketed during the next season. 
In vicw of the faet; that the pccnn emp arrives on the mnrkct too late 
for the October find early November tru(ie it would uppeur to be 
sound pmctieo to ('nrry over, under proper cold-storugo conditions, a 
limited qUl1ntity to tuke Cl1ro of tho curly fall demand for unshelled 
prcans. Plu,ticulndy in years of hellv}' pl'Oduction a cuny-over of 
1I10derilto siilo to the next senson should relieve the murkoting 
si tun tion. 

A lnl'gc crop lIsllnll~' hus been followed the next year by a, medium 
01' small-sized crop which facilitutes the snle of nuts held over from a 
Inrge crop. The marketing situntioll may, of course, be materiallv 
weakened if thel'e is an excessive cilrry-over in the hnnds of shippers 
or city dealers. In some yeurs the uncertainty of the quantity 
cHl'ried over, either in the producing nren or in scnttered holdings in 
the markets, hilS been an unsettling fuctor in the price situation. 

SHIPPING-POINT PRICES 

Average f. o. b. prices for the crops producl;d during the period 
1925 to 1930 !IS com pu ted from reports by shippers in the sou theastern 
area nre shown in Table 52. The figures for all sales are supposed to 
represent the average prices for the crops specified, including in 
some instances returns on nuts carried over and sold during the next 
fnll. The reln.tion between supply n.nd price during these years is 
difficult to determine. The relatively smnll crop of improved varie­
ties in 1925 sold at the highest price received in any of the six years, 
but the large crop of 1926 apparently averaged more per pound than 
did the light crop of 1927. Considerable quantities of the 1926 crop, 
however, were not sold until the fall of 1927. '1'he large 1928 crop 
(exclusive of nuts cnrried over until the fall of 1929), accordin~ to 
reports, averaged slightly higher in price than did the 1927 crop. The 
smaller 192£1 crop influenced by the carry-over from 1928 averaged 
about the same in price ns the crop sold the previous season. 

If full and accurn,te information were available to shippers at the 
beginning of ench marketing senson regarding the size of the current 
crop and the quantity carried over from the previous season at ship­
ping points and in the markets, it should be possible to determine It 

scale of prices at which the current crop, or It certain percenta~e, 
would move into consumption. Less uncertainty ns to the pnce 
situation would mnterially benefit the industry as a whole. 

The premium in price of Schley over other standard yariedes hns 
mnged from 12 to 18 cents per pound during the period 1925 to 1930. 
For the 1928 crop the relative quantities of the varieties or groups 
shown in Table 52 bnsed on the reports covering about 6,000,000 
pounds of the improved crop were: Schley, 13 per cent; other standard 
varieties, 53 per cent; miscellaneous (including some standnrd varie­
ties), 28 per centi seedlings, 3 per cent; culls and crackers, 3 per cent, 

125625°-32--5 
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TARLE 52.-Approximate price., l)er P01Hld of pecans (J. o. b. basis) by classes, as 
reported by shil)1)CrS in the area east of the Afississippi River, 1925-1980 1 

Oth.. Mlsl'Cl- Seed­('rop Srhley standll..1 Innenus Culls All snles lings'vnrieties -: \·nricti~s' 

------------1------ ~-----------
Cent! Cwl~ Cml., Cl1Il. C,nl. (>nt. 

192.;•••••••••••_•••,.".".,., •••••••.••••• .'H 3ti 31 20 15 35 
11l26_••••••••••• _.......... ___••••••••••• _. H 32 25 16 19 :J2 
IIlT................................__••• _•• H 31 :!3 17 15 :lO 
11l28. ·t5 32 2.; 13 1·1 31 
IIlW.. : :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~. 4:1 3:1 Zi 15 7 31 
1930. .. ~ .. ",_~ ~"~ H • ...... ~ .. ~""',. _~~" " ..... ~_~ ..... ·1:1 ~I 24 13 6 !!8i j 

I Pril"es were cOlllputed hy comblniug reports IIml estimlltcs from shippers in the urea producing mostly
Impro\'ed mrilltillS. Minor IIrhitmry udjustmcnlS Were mllde in n lew instllnl'Cs_ 'rhey ure presented lIS 
8pprolhllntiOlL< 01 the wel~hted 'I\"ernge I. o. h. pril-es_ It was imprncticnhle to ohtuin wei~hted n"ernge
pr\t'Cs lor \'arious ~rndutlnns 01 quulity und SilO reported h,· the different shiJIIICrs_ 'I'he 1\I~'9 fi~ures ore 
Inlh.otll"d hy sollie "lrry-o\'er lrolll the 1028 crol' included [n the report 01 slIles. 

t Stutulnnl mdetics other tlllln Schley, inchl( 0 Stunrt, ..I.lley, Puhst, Van Demnn, SUCl'CSS, Frotscher, 
Delmus. nnd possihh' others, SOllie nuts 01 these ,-nrieties muy be included with "mis<:elluneous \'udelies," 

• Seedlin~s us here reported include only reluth'eh' slllull quantities rep<Jrted by shippers who hondle 
chiefly IlIIpro\'ed \'urieties, • 

The reader should keep in mind that the prices shown in Table 52 
are the selling prices ut shipping point for pecans from the south­
eustem area. The costs of IIssembling at shipping points lind of 
gruding lind packing, and incidental costs, are char~es which must 
be deducted from f. o. b. prices in uscertaining the prices received by 
growers of these nuts. These costs vary lind may range from a few 
cents to us much as 7 or 8 cents per pound. 

Growers throughout the entire pecun belt, who are pecan corres­
pondents of the Division of Crop und Livestock Estimates, were 
asked to report the prices received for pecans, under the classification 
of improved vuriebes and seedlings. These prices, and the total 
value of the crop by Stiltes for the period 1925 to 1931, are shown in 
Tuble 53. The prices which growers reported they received for 
improved varieties are slightly higher thun would be indicuted by 
the f. o. b. shipping-point prices reported by shippers. (Table 52.) 
The reports of ITrowers, however, include sales by parcel post and 
express and smllll-iot snles in which the prices received were probably 
higher thlln in the cnse of sales mnde to dealers or through associations. 

The higher price of the improved varieties is noticeable, being 
usually from two to thTee times as much liS received for the seedling 
nuts. Seedlin~ nuts. from some sections that produce nuts of excep­
tionlllly good SIze and character bring considerably better prices than 
the average show11 for seedling nuts, and some of course bring less; 
the difference in size and qUlllity of seedling nuts is quite as great 
as among improved varieties. 

Table 53 also shows the total value of the crops of improved and 
seedling pecans for the yeurs 1925 to 1931 inclusive. It will be 
seen that Texas derives a larger income from pecans than any other 
State. The value of pecans in that State, which produces in aver­
age years close to one-half of the, total crop, ranges from about 
$1,000,000 to almost $5,000,000. Georgia comes second, with an 
income ranging from $1,000,000 to almost $3,000,000 annually. 
Mississippi and Oklahoma have incomes from pecans of around 
$1,000,000 or more in average years. Alabama and Louisiana usually 
receive from $500,°00 to $1,000,000 each. 



••• 

AN ECONOMIC STUDY OF 'l'HE PECAN INDUS'fRY 67 

TABLE 53.-.Iiveragc pricc l)eT pound of pecans receive<l by IJeean growers, anci total 
vallie of the er01), 1925-1931 

PRICE PER ,POUND 

Im"ro,"c<\ vuri"ties Seedling varieties 

Stuto 
11125 192t1!192i!lll2S, Im11Q301~ 1925\ 102611!127\~ 1m ~ lWL

-----------------1---
CI.. Ct." Ct.<. Ct.. Ct", 

'I 

(k Ct.. Ct.. 
I 

ct... Ct.•. C/.!. CI." CI.,. ct.,.
North ('nroll""_ '0 45 H 40 3U 34 :1.1 ~'O 30 25 !!i 2'2 20 18 J.I 
ROllth ('"rollno•.. , 4.1 2S :15 :t1 35 2S 17 30 21 2:1 Ii ~'O 18 II 
(\L'<lr~l" . 3i 31 :14 2S :II :10 12 2.'; 15 Ii 1:1 15 14 6 
Florid" " :Ii :10 3:1 31 3:1 29 H 22 H 17 Itl 17 17 S 
A In h" III" , • ·10 :1-1 3i 30 :10 2.; 14 25 19 20 1:1 16 12 8 
l\1is.~Il;SipJlI au 37 38 :10 32 27 14 ZI 18 J9 14 17 12 i 
Arklinsn.~ • 3·' :15 :15 32 :\5 30 15 IS I;; 15 14 \ 12 12 6 
LOllision", ••. " ..... 32 32 :!.q 2i 31 2·1 16 17 14 16 10"115 12 i.5 
Okl"hO'lIl1.. • . •. :1.5 30 3.1 :15 30 :10.5 19 15 10 13 II 10.2 9.1 5I 
'I·cxos. . •••• ,. :11 30 :!.5 :15 32 27 Ii Ii ]I 16 11. i, 11 11 5.3 
illinois .•• ......... • • . . ...................... '" . ..•.• Ii Ii J.I 15 (' 15 14 8 

~\1is.~Ollrl.. . ••• " ....... 35 :12 48 :IS 30 20 15 18 16 m Itl 13 12 8 


-- ----------I----r ­
t:nlte<1 Stlltj).~ .... , .~ 37.S :12'"1 :15.4, ~'Il.fi 31.i, 2;.8 13.S 1i.:I( 11.8 15.4 11.9 11.'\ 10.8 5.8 

V.\I,C'E OF eROI' 

1,(,f,(J I. qoo 1.. fX!G l.tOO I, i!'?G 1.000\1. 0!f0 I.(}OO /,000 I. coo I. Mo 1.000 I. OOIJ I. ()()() 
Ilo'~';, Ilo/f~. lioll••. doll," doll•• do/l ••• doll••. doll.".:. doll.•. doll•. doll•. doll8. doll8. doll.,. 


North ('nrolinll............. .~~ 198 15. 158 146 139 147 4" 82 i6 55 H 40 H 

South ("Ilrolinn ......... __ Jli6 252 19'2 18. 158 210 ~~ 54 84 46 31 26 31 16 

neor~ln .......... __ ....... I, U24 2, HU 1,400 2, 072 1, 116 I. 2'.10 ~~ 3()() 225 10'2 130 00 06 41 

Flarhln ... ........ ........ HI 3!Y.1 2frl 411.; 248 261 ~'t;"1 158 liS 58 80 42 42 38 

Alnhllrnll.. ........ ......... 6-10 789 ar,1 8.14 402 58~ 4!fJ i~ Hi .'i6 !H 45 48 38 

l\n~slssi\llli...·.. . • ....... \);\11 \lSO &37 9.5 384 fin2 420 620 li13 :110 45'; lSi 300 li5 

Ark.ltIslls........ ".. ....... H :12 21 30 21 24 26 275 436 216 2:12 113 liO 158 

Louisillnn... " .......... 2I~; 240 1:13 2'21 116 2S8 154 799 735 304 501 319 816 3i8 

Oklahoma.................. 26 :10 14 ,,),~ 27 21 2'2 2. I,~! I, JJr>OI1, 152 920 1.513 I, 107 5ti9 

'l'c'M.......... ' ........... H 252 f.6 :.,., 176 81 1fI312, 01~ ·1, 517 1,500 3, 358 2, 140 I, 3421, &15 

illinois........... ..... ...... __ •.. .... .......... __ ... 4 ";li 13 4 22 28 2/) 

~lissollrL ... ,,~ .............. _~'" .... _ 2 2:?.. 2 .1 107 ZJS, 79 47 115 71 141 


enited Stalcs...... "'1'1.51815,5.111 3, 3~15, 23:12, 798,3, 560,2.7fi7j6. 72119,06013.91815, {!Oi 4, 629 4. 211 3.2f.3 

DISTRIBUTION OF THE 1928 IMPROVED CROP 

nepol'ts from shippers on the primary distribution of about 
6,000,000 pounds of unshelled pectlUS of the 1928 crop from Georgia, 
lV[ississipPI, Alabama, Florida, Louisiana, North Carolina, and 
Sou th Carolina indicnte thnt approximately 27 per cent of the ship­
ments went to the North Atlantic States including New England, 
New York, New.Tersey, nnd Pennsylvnnin. Primary distribution is 
shown in Table 54. The primary distribution shows in a general 
way where the improved pecan crop is consumed (fig. 4), but it 
must be kept in mind that large quantities are redistributed from such 
important centers as Cincinnati, Chicago, and New York. 

The reports indicate that more than half of the shipments of im­
proved varieties are consumed in the North Central States from Ohio 
to Kansas, Nebraska, and the Dakotas, but consumption of improved 
varieties grown east of the Mississippi River is small in Kansas, 
Nebraska, :Minnesota., and in States farther west. That southern 
peCllUS Ilre renching consumers on the Pacific coast to an a.ppreciable 
extent is shown by the fact that California .received 68,000 pounds 
which is 1.1 per cent of the quantity on which primary destinations 
were reported. Shipments were reported to 39 States in addition to 
the District of Columbia and the New England group. 
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TARLE 5ol.-Primary de,~tillation of unshelled pecans, by State and division, crop 
of 1928 I 

Percent· 
Dc.~tination DestinAtion QUllnlity age oC totalQUAntity ,~~e~~~~:~1

reported reported 

--------j
North ,\ t1Antic i'tlltC.~: Po"n./" Per cwt South Central States: POlL nd., Per cent 

New ~:ngIIlI1(L. ••••••••• 2O'J.2£1I :1.3 Kentucky............... 62.345 1.0 
New york ...••.•.•.••••. I.()<J5.~S 18.0 'renne..'i'iee ... ~ "' ......... _______ 92,615 1.5 
New Jersey • •.••••••• 2·1.7B.S .4 AIAhAmA ••••••••••••••.. 41. 360 .7. 500 l'ennsyIVllnln......."'.... :100.71l'! ·1.9 Mississippi .•••••••.••... 

Ark~l!sl\SLOlllsmnu.•••••••••••••.• :1,000 
'J:otlll. .................. I.f>23.!l!f.! ~'f~6 4,950 .1 

OklAhoma............... 42,9:14 .7 
N;)rth ('entml Stlltes: TexAS................. . 100. ~'02 1.7 


Ohio...................... I, .'1:\1. 8,j5 2.1.1 

lodillnll.............. •••. 211.010 :I.•J TotuL............ . :tH,OOG 5.7 

Illinois ........... ....... 800.087 13.2 

:-lichl~an ................ 2-1-1, 100 ·1.0 FAr Western Stntes: 

\\,isCIlnsin ••.• ............ 76.493 1.3 MontnnA .............. .. 1,850 ........ " .._---­
Mirllll>Solll.... .... 51.4(],' .Il \VyominR_ .... _.. _.. __ ..... _.. .. 50 

10\\·" ~ __ ..... _..... ~ .. _... _~~_. 23,85; .-1 Colormlo............. '" 10,072 
 ···..··:2 

Arizonn__________________
Missouri.... • • ....... 384.5\l'J 6.3 4,32.5 .1 

North Dakota.... ....... :1.300 .1 ('tAh.................... 5.600 .1 

Routh Dakota.. 1,050 Wnshlngton ............. 14,775 .2 

Nebrnska... 81,1-10 • .... ·i:ii Oregon ... ______ .......... ~ ___ ... 12, ~'OO .2 

Knnsas. 8.520 .1 CnliCorniA........... . 68,371 1.1 


56 .J'fotlll .•.• .3, ·121. ·115 'I'otAL............ '" 117,843 1.9 

=~'I=== 

South A t1antlc ,~tlltes: Foreign countri",,: 
DeIAwAro ............. . 400 CubA................... . 3. ;50 .1 
}'IArylnnd lind District oC CAnndA................. . 12,680 .2 
•."~ll~lIlbill ............. . 2\0,075 3.4 EnglAnd ............... .. tOO ~ ... ---"'- .. --­

\ trgUlIA ................. . :11.77-1 .5 ---·1---­
\\'est \'Irgi nin ........... . 16,677 .3 
 TotaL•••••.•••.••••••• ==16=,=0=30=1,===='",3
Nortb Carolina......... . 26. SIS .5 
~ollth Cnrolina ..... __ ... _~ .. ~~ 8,200 .1 Orand totAL.•••••••.• 6. O'J6, 010 100.0 
OcorgiA.................. . ISO. 124 3.0 
FloridA•••.••.•••••••••••• 91.126 1.5 

'l'ot-nL.. ............. 505, 2'24 9. 3 


Compiled Crolll shippers' reports on 6,<Y.l6,010 pounds. 

I l'er"n~ Crom the nren producing principally impro\'e<! \'arielies. Many shipments to points such as 
Cincinnn!i, Xew York, lind l'hiC:lgo were probably redistributed to cities and towns in near·hy States. 

UNSHELLED PECANS: DESTINATION OF 
6,096.010 POUNDS OF THE 1926 CROP 

"9"'" ,,, Statn orr 
...O,'\.... ' ..HlOVlC ....··tlllS ifl~orpolJfIdI 

FI(lURE -I.-Tbe principAl consuming territory Cor pecans marketed unshelled is In the North 
Central nnd North AtlAntic Stntes according to reports sbowing primnry destinations oC ship­
ments Crom tbe soutbeastern pecan'producing area. (Table 5-1) 
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Lack of hrlormation on final destinations makes it impossible to 
ascertain whether distribution is fairly uniform within the various 
regions shown in Table 54. Information from various sources suggests 
that 'the pecan is practically unknown in many small towns and vil­
lages in the North. 

CITY MARKET SURVEY 

Representntives of the Bureau of Agricultllrul Economics inter­
viewed pecan brokers, wholesalers or jobbers, and retailers in 22 
cities, including Boston in the Enst and Omaha in the West during 
the period from December, 1928, to March, 1929. The purpose of 
tllis market survey was to ascertnin the opinions of the wholesale and 
retail trade on pecan-marketing problems, to collect information on 
Jl1ltrketing methods !lJld practices, and to receive suggestions for im­
p!·oycrnent. Two sets of questiOlUlaire forms were used in interview­
ing city denIers, one for brokers nnd wholesalers or jobbers (using these 
last two terms synonymously), and one for retailers. 

Information obtnined from brokers, wholesalers, and jobbers in­
cluded data on the qunntity and grude of pecans and other nuts 
handled; origin and jobbing price of pecans; period of year when 
pecans and other nuts are usually on the market; percentage of sales 
mnde during the holiday period; channels of trade; trade preferences 
as to type of package; methods of trunsportation and grueling; ad­
justment of disputes concerning quality of receipts; advertising; 
competition with other nuts; storage; comparison of demand for 
shelled and unshelled nuts; and direct shipments from producing 
districts to retailers and consumers. Opinions as to possibility 
of expanding the markets and of increasing pec·m consumption, and 
suggestions for improving marketing conditions were obtained. 

Similar information was obtained by interviews with retailers 
both in chain organizations and independents in the cities visited. 
Retailers were also asked questions relating to display pructices, con­
sumers' preferences, size of consumers' purchases, and retail prices. 

ATTITUDE OF TRADE TOWARD PECANS 

For the marketing territory as a whole, brokers, wholesalers, and 
retnilers were pra.ctically unanimous in expressing optimism as to the 
possibility of increasing the consumption of pecans. It was the 
geneml feeling that domestic-illurket outlets could be developed to 
take cure of an increasing UlUlual production. The pecan is recog­
nized by t110se who are familiar 'with it as a nut of high merit. Its 
movemenJ, into consllmption hilS not been stimulated by advertising 
and organized sale policy to the extent that the movement of certain 
otber 11lltS has been speeded up by these means. 

The principal suggestions for improving marketing conditions for 
unshelled pecans according to tllls trade survey during the 1928-29 
sellson included: (1) Greater organization and cooperation among 
pecan growers and shippers (as a result, other means of advancing the 
welfnre of the industry could be carried out more effectively); (2) ad­
vertising to acquaint consumers and retailers with the merits of the 
pecan; (3) improving grading pructices, particularly among small 
shippers, so as to prevent poorly filled and defective nuts from reach­
ing the markets and the consumers; (4) greater control of distribution 
so ns to reduce the quantity of consignments and llllscellaneous small 
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shipments which tend to unsettle prices; and (5) stabilization of prices 
in relation to the season's supply. Most of the trade believes that if 
the price margin between pecans and comparable grades of Persian 
(English) walnuts were narrowed the demand for pecans would be j 

greatly stimulated. 

CHANNELS OF MARKET DISTRIBUTION 

The priItcipal market receivers of unshelled pecans are whole~mle 
grocers, jobbers, and chain merchandising organizations. The cham 
stores sometimes buy through jobbers us well as direct from shippers. 
Large independent retailers often buy from shippers or growers with 
whom they have established contacts, but the smaller independent 
l'etnilers buy from the wholesale grocers and jobbers. Oonsiderable 
quantities have been received on consignment by city jobbers or 
dealcrs. Thesc consignments have been mostly from growers or small 
shippers and sometimes have been received by commission merchants 
on the fruit and vegetable markets who have not had a regular trade 
in nuts and lltwe been at a disadvantage in selling such shipments at 
the price level prevailing in transactions by dealers who handle 
nuts regularly. The greater part of the crop, however, has been 
bought on an f. o. b. shipping-point basis. In many instances pur­
chases have been made through brokers who represent shippers in the 
markets. In some districts consumers who have contacts in the 
producing areas receive pecans direct by parcel post or in small freight 
or express shipments. Brokers and the wholesale trade in various 
cities serve a considerable area in the city's trade territory. In many 
small towns and villages, however, pecans are little known. 

PREFEUENCES AND OPINIONS OF 'I'HE WHOLESALE TRADE 

Large-to-medium sized thin··shelled pecans are preferred by the 
trade. Although most unshelled pecans that reach the market are of 
improved varieties, considerable quantities of seedlings are marketed 
in the shell mostly for use in mi.xed nuts during the holidays. Reports 
from wholesalers or jobbers and brokers stating the poundage of im­
proved varieties, and seedlings handled unshelled in the 1928 season, 
show that 18 pel' cent of the quantity reported was seedlings. Many 
of these seedlings came from Texas and Oklahoma. Relatively large 
quantities of seedlings were reported bv dealers in the New England
receipts. ~ 

In regard to wholesale packag~s for unshelled pecans it was found 
that of wholesalers and large retailers canvassed, 35 per cent preferred 
the 50-pound box, 27 per cent preferred the 25-pound box, and 38 
per cent preferred other pacRages including the 100-pound sack. 
Arguments in favor of the box were that it gives better protection 
from damage and pilfering than the sack, and that 25 or 50 pounds is 
a more suitable quantity for many retailers than is a larger package. 

Over 80 per cent of the wholesalers stated that they found it as 
profitable to handle pecans as other nuts. 

There were some complaints from dealers in various markets 
regarding the grade and quality of some shipments. Some poorly 
filled pecans, und some improperly cured at the beginning of the ship­
ping season, were reported. 1>.fany of these IlutS were consignments 
or receipts from small shippers. 

• 


.""1 
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Many handlers in the markets find the large number of brands from 
various shippers confusing, and believe that greater standardization 
of grading practices would be to the advantage of the industry. On 
account of the large number of pecan varieties many dealers believe 
the practice of InL'(ing varieties of similar characteristics into one lot 
in marketing is more satisfactory than to keep each variety separate. 
Some dealers voiced an objection to this practice, however, stating 
that inferior varieties may easily be included in a mbdure or blend. 

Disputes which occur between shipper and receiver are mostly 
settled by private adjustment. 

:Most members of the wholesale or jobbing trade, and most brokers, 
believed there will be some narrowing of the price differential between 
pecans and walnuts 01' almonds. It was generally felt that if the 
price differential of 10 or 12 cents a pound were reduced the demand 
for pecans would be greatly stimulated and an increasing supply could 
be absorbed by the markets. 

RETAIL OUTLETS AND PRACTICES 

Observations and answers to inquiries among independent and 
chain grocery stores in various cities throughout the northern marketing 
region indicate that, as a general estimate, about one-half of the stores 
carried unshelled pecans during the 1928 holiday season or for a 
longer peI-iod, Large quantities are handled by chain drug stores 
and nut specialty stores, and some are handled by department stores. 
Bulk v.indow display has been used by some stores as an effective 
means of speeding up pecan sales. Of the managers of chain and 
independent retail stores interviewed, who can-ied unshelled pecans, 
over half reported canying them for iess than ~hree months in the 
fall and winter, Others carried them four to sb.: months and a few 
earned them "aU year. Many retailers reported carrying English 
walnuts (nuts of Juglans l'egia are meant throughout this discussion) 
all year. Personal inteniews with retailers indicated that from 70 
to 85 per cent of the unshelled pecans \vere sold during November 
and December. A large majority of the retailers who handled 
shelled pecans reporUld them on sale all year, with only about one­
third of the annual volume of sales made in November and December. 

The majority of retailers interviewed expressed an opinion that 
the demand for shelled pecans was increasing more rapidly than the 
demand for unshelled pecans. No definite conclusion, however, 
could be reached as to whether it would pay shippers to market a 
considerable part of the improved varieties as shelled stock. The 
coot of shelling, yield of kernels, and price obtainable would decide 
whether such a policy would be practical. About two-thirds of the 
consumers who replied to the survey questionnaire expressed a pref­
erence for buying pecans unshelled. 

In the city districts which could be classed as medium-to-wealthy, 
pecans were much more generally used than in the poorer districts. 
In fact the pecan was generally referred to as a "luxury" nut. 

About 50 per cent of the retailers interviewed stated that the aver­
age size of consumers' purchases of unshelled pecans is 1 pound. A 
considerable number of retailers reported from 1 to 5 pounds as the 
usual sale and some reported one-fourth to 1 pound. For shelled 
pecans many retailers reported sales of one-fourth pound as the usual 
quantity. 
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Seventy per cont of the TCtailers interviewed, including chain-store 
managers, stated that they bought pecans more than once during the 
season. A common practice ·"....ith retailers is to display unshelled 
pecans in the original sack or box, or in a bin in bulle Practically all 
retailers said that their trade preferred to buy pecans from bull( 
rather than in a closed package. The 50-pound and 25-pound boxes 
seemed to be the wholesale plwknges most populnr with retailers. 
:Most retailers stated that only a few constuners recognized any 
varieties of peeans, Itnd Ilone recognized bl'flnds. Size and thickness 
of shell arc the prillciplll factors considered by the average consumer 
in purchnsing pec/tns. .. 

Retail prices observed in various cities durinO' the 1928-29 season 
O'eneraliy ranged from 60 to 90 cents pel' pounct on meclium-to-Iarge 
§chley pecans. A few quotations below and above these figures were 
noted. Priees on other standard YHl'ieties J'anged generally from 40 
to GO cents, with nn a"emge close to 50 cents. Somemedium-to-lnrge 
scedlings werc being olrcl'cd at :10 to 45 cents. Shelled pecans wel.'e 
obsen'ed on sale Itt the rlLte of 90 cents to $1.50 per pound. 

Prices of nuts luwe been fairly stable during most scusons nccording 
to the m:tjority of retailers. During the winter und spring, however, 
some retuilers as well ns wholesalers reduce prices, particulnrly in 
yenI'S when large supplies are on hnnd. 

The J1lajol-ity of retailers interviewed thought the demnud for 
pecans would be equnl to or greater thnn the demnnd for English 
wainu ts und almonds if the price of pecnns per pound were the same 
IlS the price of these othel' HutS. Neul'ly nll retailers stated that 
pecan cOllsumption among tlwir customers is increasing. Retailers 
in geneml thought that ad,'el'tising in magu.zines, newspnpers, or hy 
radio and the free distribution of recipe pamphlets to customers would 
sho\\' practicnl results in stimulating demand. 

PECAN MARKETING CONDITIONS IN CERTAIN LARGE l\tAUKETS 

Pecan marketing practices and conditions which prevailed in certain 
large markets during the 1928 season arc here described: _"( 

NEW YOUK, X. Y. 

Practically all brokel'S, jobbers, and retailers in New York City 
agreed thnt there is nn upward trend in pecan consumption and that 
there are excellent possibilities of incrensing the qunntity of pecans 
used ill the city and nenr-by points. 

The greater part of the improved pecans used in the N ew York 
district come from Georgia, although there are some l'Pceipts from 
other States. Some clll'loads of seedlings from Texas and :Mexico nre 
received for use in mixed nuts nnclu few carloads for shelling. 

Pect1ns are bought by the jobbers, wholesale grocel'S, ard large 
retailers either tlrrough brokers or direct from shippers. Most of 
the small retnilers buy unshelled pecans in small quantities from 
local jobbers. Wholesnle grocers arc instrumental in distributing 
both unshelled find shelled nuts throughout the city's trade territory. 
The bulk of Ne\\' York's pecan supply arrives in 1.c.1. shipments, 
although some full cnrlonds nre received. Some pecans are shipped 
011 consignment to fruit nnd vegetable commission men in New York 
who do not mnke. a ]H'actice of handling nuts. This is generally con­
ceded to be Ullsntlsfactory, for dealers who do not have an established 
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nut trade frequently have to sacrifice these receipts at low prices. 

,
Such consignments thus have a tendency to unsettle prices. Some 
pecans nrc received by independent retailers direct from shippers 
but as compnred with the quantity hnndled tlU'ou~h jobbers, whole­
sale gl'Ocers, and chain stores, this quantity is relatively small. 

Most of the grocery stores in the sections occupied by people of 
medium and In.rge incomes cnrry unshelled pecnns during the late 
fnll months, but in the sections where the poorer population lives 
the pecan is not well known. 

Managers of elwin grocery stores in the New York district, operat­
ing 4,012 retnil units, were interviewed. Of these, 1,356 retail units 
or nbout one-third were reported as carrying unshelled pecl1.ns l1.t 
some time during the 1928-29 sel1son. .An avemge of about 60 
pounds pCI' store wns reported for the elwin retail units that handle 
pecl1us in the shell. The stores located in the morc prosperous dis­
tricts handle many more pecnns pel' store thnn do those in the poot'er 
districts. 

A survey of smnll independent gl'Ocery, fruit, and delicatessen 
storcs in one of New York's poorer districts disclosed the fact that 
the poorer clusses nrc not fnmilinr 'with pccnns. In the district from 
Ninetieth Street to One hundred seventh Street a11(\ from First Avenue 
to '['hiI'd Avenue, of 100 such stores which ca1Tied nuts of some kind, 
only 3 carried unshelled pecnns; 2 others hud pecnns in the mi.'i:ed­
nut stock. Seventy-fiye of these 100 stores displayed English wal­
nuts; 51 had almonds; 41, filberts; 29, chestnuts; I1nd 16, Brazil nuts. 
Considering the independent grocery stores in the city ns a whole 
probnbly about the snme proportion of them ns units of chain stores 
handled pecllns-that is, one-third .. 

Peeuns were found on snle in some department stores, some 5-and­
lO-cent stores, nnd some drug stot·es. 'Where conspicuously displayed 
as specil1lties in these stores I1n excellent demand and large turnover 
were reported. There nre seyeml small chains of stores in New York 
City thnt make nuts a specialty and hnndle no other commodity. 
These stores, which usc volume display of nuts both shelled and un­
shelled, Ilre 11 decided factor in bringing nuts to the attention of the 
public. 

'Most of the New York retail stores reported that they carry un­
shelled pecans only from October to ~farch and that a large majoritv 
of the annual sales are made during the holiday season. ~1any 
wholesalers and retailers reported that oyer 75 per cent of their 
sales of unshelled pecans were made in Noyember and December. 

The proportion of the season's business on shelled pecans handled 
during these months was reported I1S less than 50 per cent. Stores 
that caJ'l'y shelled pecans usuaUy 11aye them on sale during the whole 
year. 

Practically all stores that sell pecans also sell other kinds of nuts 
such as wnJnuts and almonds. :For unshelled nuts, the quantity of 
walnuts ht'Lndled by retail stores was practically always reported IlS 

In.rget· than the quantity or pecans handled. The quantity of almonds 
was uSH/tlly !tll·get·. The retail price of pecnns was usually 10 to 25 
cents pel' pound higher than the l'ctnil priee of walnuts Ot· almonds . 
.~rost wholeslliers and retnilers expressed the opinion thnt if the price 
of pcel1nS were on It levl'l with tha.t of walnuts or almonds, at lenst 
as liLrge IL qunntity of pecans could be sold itS of any of these other 
nuts. 

http:pecl1.ns
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There wus some difference of opinion as to whether the demand was 
incrensing more mpidly for shelled or unshelled pecans. The ma­
jority of retailers thought the demand for shelled pecans was increas­
ing more rapidly. 

As to type of package preferred for unshelled pecans, many New 
York dealers and retailers mentioned the 25-pound box as being 
desil'Uble. 

Improved varieties were observed to retail in N ew York in Decem­
ber, 1928, mostly n.t 39 to 59 cents a pound. Some smaller pecans 
were retailing as low as 29 cents a pound and in the more prosperous 
districts hlrge-sized Schley nuts retuiled at 75 to 95 cents a pound. 
Peclln ket'Ilels were handled by some retail grocery stores mostly in 
tin cans of about 3-ounce or S-OUIlce capacity or in 5-pound cartons. 
Retnil prices for pecans in these containers rnnged approximately 
from 90 cents to ns high as $1.75 a pound. 

There were complnints from a few New York deniers regllrding the 
qunlity and gruding of pccnns. On the whole, however, the qualitv 
and gruding were reported us fairly satisfactory. ~ 

The consensus of opinion of retuilers was that consumers do not 
genernHy know vllrieties or brnnds of pecnns. 

Some denIers make a practice of carrying unshelled pecans over in 
cold storage for usc early in the full before the current senson's crop 
is a yu.ilttble. 

Jobbers stated thut sules are sometimes made by shippers direct 
to retailers at prices severnl cents below that at which the jobber 
could sell nnd claimed tius practice caused them to lose interest in 
handling pecnus. 

It wus generally felt that vnrious forms of ndvertising would help 
to stimulate the denumd for pecnns and that some lowering in the 
price level of pecnns us compared with other nuts would greatly 
incrense the demund. 

CINCINNATT, OHIO 

Opinion was unanimous among those interviewed that the Cin­
cinnati district can be further developed as a pecan market. Cin­
cinntLti is an imporb1nt distributing center for a wide territory, and a 
mpid increase in the quantity of pecans handled was indicated by 
reports from merchandizing organizations. 

Buying from shippers direct by retailers is an important market 
factor and caused many wholesalers or jobbers in Cinncinati not to 
stock pecans. The quantity received by consumers direct from 
shippers was estimated as very small. :Most of the unshelled pecans 
were reported as coming from Georgia. "~ 

Two local chains of grocery stores handled pecans in all of their 
30 stores. These stores averaged 175 potmds per store of unshelled 
pecans during the sen son to January, 1929. Twenty-seven of these 
stores carried one grade of pecans which they sold at 49 cents per 
pound. Three stores can'ied three varieties nt three prices: Schley 
nt 80 cents per pound, Stuart at 60 cents, and :Moneymaker at 50 
cents. These same 30 stores sold an average of about 365 pounds of 
English walnuts per store for the season to Jnnuary, 1929. Only 3 
of the 30 stores sold nlmonds;they averaged about 333 pounds euch. 

Three stores of this group handled shelled pecans and sold a total of 
3,500 pounds for the season. Their sales of wnJnut kernels tot.aled 
2,800 pounds, and of shelled almonds, 200 pounds. ~ 
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In a cnnvass of 39 stores in the downtown district of Cincinnati in 
January, 1929, including stores of 3 national chu.ins nnd 2 local 
chains, 17 carried pecans in some form; unshelled pecans were found in 
16 stores, and shelled pecnns in 11 stores. These stores all catered to 
customers of moderate means. 

A member of one chitin of 5-and-10-cent stores carried pecans 
both shelled and unshelled. This store sold 600 pounds of unshelled 
pecnns dming November and December, 1928, at a priee of 49 cents 
per pound, and 150 pOlmds of shelled pecnns at a retail price of $1.30 
pel' pound. It stocks shelled pecans from October to April, selling 
one-hlllf of the totnl volume during November and December. No 
depnrtment stores in Cincinnati reported selling pecans, either shelled 
or unshelled. One chain of drug stores handles unshelled pecans, 
using them as a specinlty and featuring window displays in volume. 
The manager stnted that he planned to handle more in the future. 
Vttl'ious soda fountains and news stands carl'ied snlted pecan halves in 
small packages which sold at 10 cents ench. 

The chain stores as a whole nre probltbly representative of all the 
stores in Cincinnati, but the ones consulted were probably above the 
average in quantity handled when all stores nre considered. :Most of 
thp. stores consulted were those catering to people of moderate to 
libel'll! meilllS. 

Retail grocery stores had pecans on sule over varying periods, 
l'an~illg from two months to all year. Drug stores handled them only 
dUl'mg the holidn,y season. The 5-and-10-cent store interviewed 
reported all its sules as OCC-tllTing during November and December. 

Shelleel pecans were carried nll year by most of the stores handling 
them. The soda fountains reported a light all-year business; the 
5-and-IO-cent stores reported sales from October to April. 

Retailers are divided in opinion as to the most suitable size of pack­
age for pecans, although the majority favor the 50-pound box. Two 
stated that 100-pound sacks are sn,tisfnctory. Alocal chain-store 
mannger said that a 10-pound package would be most suitable for his 
needs if n, pnckngc smaller thun 100 pounds were used, otherwise he 
would prefer It lOO-pound sack or a ISO-pound barrel. For shelled 
pecans, !tIl preferred a bulk: paclmge, severnl specifying a 50-pound 
package containing ten 5-pound cartons. 

It appen.rs that the customer prefers to buy from bulk, both shelled 
nnd unshelled stock. One man reported success with a I-pound cloth 
bng of unshelled pecans but stated that he found it necessary to 
keep one or two open to allow examination by customers. 

There was no Ilgreement us to whether the demand is increasing 
more rapidly for shelled than for unshelled pecans. The manager 
of the drug-store chain, (who handled only unshelled stock) reported 
his belief that the demand for unshelled pecans was increasing more 
rapidly. The official of the 5-and-IO-cent store, who hnndled both, 
stated that shelled pecans were being ftwored. One local chl1in­
grocery manager who handles n, brge volume thought the demand for 
shelled stock: wus increasing more rupiclly. The buyer for a large 
clwin with stores outside Cincinnati us well us in the city said the 
demand for unshelled pecans was len.ding by a narrow margin. 

'l'here were It number of complaints regarding poorly filled nuts, and 
one complnint of r:mcid pecans in the shell. 

That chnin stores cllrry pecans nnd that local drug stores nutke 
displays with prices posted doubtless have hud their efl'ectinstabilizing 

http:appen.rs
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retn.il prices of unshelled pecans. Shelled pecans showed a mther wide 
range in price for the same quality, selling from 90 cents to fiS high as 
$1.50 a. pound. 

Alllocfil store managers stated thut advertising would help increase 
consumption; one suggested that advertising in locnl newspapers find 
offering recipe books to customers would help. On the whole, the 
storekeepers appeared doubtful of the value of recipe pamphlets. 

CHICAGO, ILL. 

Chicago is one of the most important pecan markets. Brokers 
estimated that about 1,000,000 pounds of improved varieties of 
unshelled pecans cnme into the Chicago district during the 1928-29 
sellson. It was estimated thllt more than 200,000 pounds, including 
some seecUing stock, came into the South Water fruit and vegetable 
market on consignment. Those well Ilcqullinted with the industry 
expressed the belief that there is ablmdant opportunity for develop­
ing nml inerensing pecan consumption in the Chicago district. 

1\[uch of the peclln distribution in Chicago is handled through 
brokers, Illthough some large users buy direct from shippers. Parcel­
post alld small freight or express shipmcnts to retailers and consumers 
form It considerable item. 

The 1111ljority of the retail stores in Chicago handled some unshelled 
pecans in the 1928-29 season, but stores in the poorer sections were 
visited which did not handle them at any time during the year. 
Most of the retail stores hao<lied shelled pecans. Intelligent opinion 
was that many stores in the smnll towns in the Chicllgo district do 
not carry unshelled pecans even during the holidays. 

A Illrge chllin-grocery organization with stores in and Ilround 
Chica~o reported an a,ve1'llge sale of about 50 pounds of improved 
vllrietlCs of unshelled pecans per store during the 1928 sellson and 
about 65 to 75 pOlmcls of kernels per store. The lillshelled nuts were 
on sale only from the middle of November until after the holidays. 
The buyer for this concern thought it best to emphasize nuts dllfing 
this period and not carry them through a long season. He believed, 
however, that a limited quantity might be carried over in cold storage 
to advlllltage and put on the market earlier than usual in the fall. 
Most stores of this chllin hancllecl some pecans both in the shell and 
shelled. The shelled pecans were sold during the entire year. 

\Yailluts are sold in much larger quantities than are pecans, and 
more almonds are sold than pecllns.. If prices of pecllns were more 
nearly on a paTity with prices of these nuts, most handlers think the 
demand would at least equal the demand for these other nuts. 

Some retail prices observed in March, 1929, in Chicago, were 40 to 
45 cents per pound for improved varieties other than Schley and 59 
cents per pound for Schley. Ellrlier in the season prices were some­
what higher. 'Fancy pecan halves from improved varieties were 
retailing in 1farch from $1 to $1.08 per pound. Seedling hlllvcs 
could be bought at Tetail for 85 cents to $1.10 per pound. 

Thero was a eonsidct'llblc ql1antity of spotted tlnd poorly filled stock 
on the Chicago market fr0111 the 1928 crop. Dealers said that it 
would bencfit the industry to have pecan gmdes defined by the 
Depllrt1l1cnt of Agriculture Ilnd used by the trade. The large quuntity 
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of peClll1S coming into the mlll'ket on consignment Ilnd often sol(1 Ilt 
reduced prices WIIS pointed out ns n wenkness in the pecnll-mllrketing 
sit.lIlllion. 

Lllrge qUlllltities of seedlin~ peelllls lire shelled in Chicllgo 

ST. LOU!R, MO. 

St. Louis is reeognized ns one of t.he grelltest pecnn centers in the 
world. Sevel"lll of the largest shellers in the industry Ilre locllted 
there. The peCtUl is by fill' th~ most popullu' and best known nut in 
this tl"llde district, and pl"Ilcticnlly 1111 dealers and retailers believe 
that the qUlUltity used will continJe to increase. Considerable 
q lHlIltities of ullshelle(1 seedlings and of improved varieties are retniled, 
bu t the improved vnrieties arc gmdulllly ["eplncing the seedlings. 
Frobitbly more shelled pecnns nre sold Ilt retllil in St. Louis thnn 
pecllns in the shell. Commission mel'chllnts receive a considerllble 
qUllntity of unshelled pecans. 

MilBY of the improved pecllns come into St. Louis in 1. c. 1. freight 
lots, although some eaT lots nre received. It wns generally thought 
tlHlt the pnreel post und Slllllll express business in this district was not 
lnrge enough to figure much in the lllarketing situation. 

Prnc.tienlly every retllil b'l'ocery store in St. Louis can'ies unshelled 
peelll1S dming the holidllY season Ilnd many curry them during the 
winter months. Few Schley peCtlllS nre used. It wns stated thllt 
the small towns in the St. Louis neighborhood still use seedlings 
ehietly. 110st stores ClllTY shelled pecans the year round. They are 
usuntIy put up in 5-pound cartons and sold loose. Chain and inde­
pendent store llllUlngers representing 1,200 to 1,300 units in and 
Ilround St. Louis stilted that practically all stores handle peCll11S. 
Ueports from certain groups of Chllill stores indicated average sales 
1'01' the senson of I1bou t 30 pounds of unshelled pecans per store and 
nbout GO pounds of shelled pecnns. Pcrhflps 80 per cent of the pecans 
in the shell and 50 to 60 per cent of the shelled peCflns retniled in this 
distriet were solel during the full. One important nut retail store in 
St. Louis sold 15,000 to 20,000 pounds of improved varieties of pecans 
during the 1928 seuson. This illustrates what can be accomplished 
by specializing, flud by bulk displfly, 'rhe manager of this store 
stftted tbflt it docs not puy to operate the year round as the natural 
season for nuts is limited to the faU and winter months. Some of the 
drug stores and department stores handle pecans. 

Retnil prices in St. Louis for Stuart and other improved varieties, 
(except Schley) ranged mostly from 39 to 49 cents per pound for the 
1928 crop. Seeclling hulves retuiled mostly at 69 to 75 cents in the 
spring of 1929. In 11arch, 1929, retail prices observed in a llUt 
speeinlty shop were us foltows: Pecllns in the shell (large Schley), 75 
cents pel' pound; English walnuts, 40 cents; fllmonds, 30 cents; 
.I3rnzil nuts, 35 cents; filberts, 30 cents. For shelled nuts the prices 
were: Pecans (seedling halves), 75 cents per pound; pieces, 70 cents; 
large salted and rOllsted pecan halves, $1.25; English walnuts, 95 
cents; nhnonds, 75 cents; nlmonds (snlted), $1.25; Brazil nuts, 95 
een ts; blnck wnlnu ts, 95 cen ts. 

Some denIers expressed dissatisfaction with the grading of pecans. 
They. stilted thnt llllllly poorly filled nuts of certain vllrieties are 
re('('ivcd. .:-.riseclluTleous eonsigmnents und sales by smnll shippers 
nnd growers were mentioned ilS fudors that often weaken the market­
ing situution. 
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CHAIN-STORE AND CONSUMER SURVEY BY MAILED

QUESTIONNAIRES 


To asccrtnin conditions existing in the retail trade and. the retailers'opinIons regarding nunketing pecans nnd other nuts, and as a checkagllinst information obtnined by interviews with retailers, question­naires were Illlliled to local chain-grocery stores or branches of nationalchains in cities in all sections of the country. Replies covering all orpllrt of the questions were received from 73 organizutions representing0,325 stores.
To ascertain the consumers' preferences, the uses made of pecnnsand other nuts, prices pllid, and other pertinent information, ques­tiorlnllires were mailed out to 6,000 persons whose llllmes wereobtnined from directories in Ilbout 60 cities of various silles throughoutthe United Stntes. Only Ilbout 350 replies were received from thisinquiry, but the answers to most of the questions were in closeIIgreemen t, so it is belimred the results give a fuir picture of certainphllses of peclln mnrketing from the consumers' point of view. It isprobllblc thnt 1l1nny of those who fuiled to answer the consumers'questionnaire were those who were not very fnmiliar with pecans orother nuts. Those who replied probably used more thun the nverngequ/tn tity.
Inforrnntion Tegarding Tetail prices, period during which nuts areon sale, nnd other phases of marketing wns also obtained throughthese mnil inquiries from the chnin stores and the consumers. Thereplies to chain-store and consumer questionnaires will be discussedseparately. The replies to some questions were tabuillted by geo­gmphiclll sections to indicllte differences that may exist ill differentsections of the country. 

RESIJI,TS 0.' CHAIN.STORE SUnVEY BY MAIL 

In answer to the question as to whether there was any pronouncedupward trend in pecan consumption among their customers, 45chain-store organizntions replied that there was, Itnd 17 that therewns not. Fifty-one chnin-store organizatioIls stated that pecan COIl­sumption per capitn was decidedly higher in the wealthy districts oftheir cities than in the poorer districts. Seven stated that it was not.As to the method useeL in purchasing pecans, 34 chain-store organ­izntions reported that they uSllally bought in 1. c. 1. lots f. o. b. ship­pin~ points; 19 reported that they bought in 1. c.l.lots on a deliveredbltSlS; whereas 9 reported car-lot purchases either f. o. b. or delivered.Of those Ilnswering the question IlS to size and type of package pre­fen'ed, 0 favored the lOO-pound bug; 12, the 50-pound box; and 6,the 25-pound box.
Prefer'ence for large-sized pecans was expressed by 20 chain organ­illations compared with 18 that prefer meeliuIll-silled pecans. Prefer­ence for cnrtons ItS a contniner for pecan kernels WIlS expressed by 12organizlltions, compllred with 14 preferring tins, and 4 preferringglltss j n1'5.
'I'hirty-nine chnin orgnnillations believed the demand WitS increasingmore rapidly fOl' shelled than for unshelled pecans; IG believed itWitS not.
Heporting the composition of mixed nuts they handled, 23 out of:32chnin-store firms stated that pecalls were included. 
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In response to requests for comments on I11nrketing pccans nnd other 
nuts with suggestions for improvcment, 7 replies from chnin storcs 
suggeste(l ,td,'ertising ns n method of increHsing sales; 10 suggested 
improvcmentin grading pmetit'es; 2 suggested lengthening the selling 
season; and 3 expressed the opinion thn t thc price level hns bcen too 
11il~h. 
~\n IlYt'l"nge of the poundage handled per store o( vnrious nuts in 

the shell, rt'ported hychnjn stores during the 1928 scnsol1, wns obtnined. 
These a\'t'rnges were eomputed by di\-iding the poundnge reportcd (or 
eHch kind of nut by the number of stores handling that particular 
kind. The a,verages were as follows: Iml?roved varieties of pecans, 
50 pOlLnds; III monds, 11S pounds; English walnuts, 322 pounds; 
filbt'rts, G7 pounds; Bmllil nuts, 140 pounds; mi....md nuts, 149 pounds. 
('L'ltble 55.) '1'hero WIIS conside1"!Lhlo vnriation in the quantity rc­
ported pel' store in various geographicnl Ill·eas. l?or example, in the 
South Atlnntic States the a\'(~rnic pel' store wns 87 pounds of improved 
pecans, wherells in the fill' "restern Stntes the average reported wus 
28 pounds. If all chain stores, including those which did not handle 
these nuts, wert' included, the Iwernge poundnge of eneh kind of nut 
pel' store would be considernhly less than here indicated. A few 
stores reported sales of more than 1,500 pounds of improved pecans 
per store. 

TAUI,~; 55.-J'lvcrage 	quantity of sJlecified kinds of unshelled nuts reported sold by 
each chain slore durillg the season, 1928 

]lC('uns I 
· , ls . I (im· 'I I I,nglish 1"11 Drnzil Mixedncg ion froIll W IlIC,l rOJlor . were rllCelYCt t pro\~cd t.. \. mont 5 wnlnuls '1 )erts nuts IlUts 

\"firiOlil'S), 

-----------·I--------~--------­
POll:lld."f Pou:ncls Pou71cls Pound,Of POU11ds Pounds.. 	 l\orth Atlnntic._••_•. _•••••• _••••___..._._ 51 63 3.54 50 102 126 

l\Qrth ('entrn!.. _ .. ___ 48 U:! 280 71 105 162~ ~~ ~.~ ~~_ ~~._ ~_A_"'.~ 

~ ~-South Atlnntlc •• _ - ... - . ~ *., ~ ~ ..... " ....... ~ .. 87 I:H 315 5U 12i lilt! 
South ('c,ntrnL.. ....- an If}! 102 63 114 213 
Fnr ~W~stern , - , ~ ~ . -. -" -~ .... ..,. .'" ~ ....... ~S I·ll ·167 87 250 77 

,~~~~- .... -.~", .. ".~ -"" 

~~ .~.~ ..• -.- ..•-.---50-I--1-18----:m ,-- 671--1-40-~ 

---'--"~ .~,~-------'----=--- ---'--.-.-:...--.!....----....:---
I 'I'he ~tlltcs rrom which replies were received ns grouped in this nnd other tnbles relnting to chuin·store 

nnrieonStl111CrS' t{ulllitionnniras IIfC us follows: North Atlnntic-~ruine, New ilnmpshire, Vermont, 1\'lo!r 
sarhusetts, Hhodo Islnnd, Connecticut, New York, New Jerse;-, Pennsylmnia; North Central-Ohio, 
r",\innn, IlIin.,is, ?lichignn, ,,'iseonsin, ?Iinncsotn, North Dnkotn, Sonth Dakota, Iown, Nebraska, 
1I1 issouri, Knnsas; South Atlantic-Marylnnd, District or Columbia, Virginin, 'Vest Virginia, North 
Carolina, South Cnrolina. Oeorgia, Florida; Sonth Centrnl-Kentnck;-, 'l'ennessee, Alabama, Mississippi, 
.Arknnsas, Louisiana, Okluhomn, 'rcxns; Cnr \\"cstern-l\[outana, "ryoming, Idaho, Colorado, Utah, 
Nc\·udn, New -"[exira, Arizoun, \rashington, Oregon, CnliCornin. 

The period during which nut" are offered for sale during the season 
is nn importlUlt factor in mnrketing. Reports from chain stores 
indicnted that 83 per cent of the Se!lSOn'S sales of improved pecans 
and 813 per cent of the unshelled seedlings were sold during October, 
November, und Deeembor, wherens only 56 per cent of the shelled 
stock wus sold during these months. (Table 56.) For certain other 
unshelled nuts the pel"centnges sold dming these months were ('eported 
ns follows: Almonds, 89 per cent; English wulnuts, 80 per cent; 
filberts, 92 per cent; BmziL nuts, 90 per eent; mixed nuts, 96 per cent. 
}"or shelled almonds the pOl"eentnge reported as sold during these 
months WitS 134, nnd for English walnuts 57. 
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'l'AIIL~; 56.·-AI'crCl(IC qualltity of .~71ecijierl nut" reported sold by elwin .,tores rlurinu 
Oc/obl'r, .VoL'ember, anri December, 1.92S, (/.'l (/ percentage of lhe selU/on's sClles 

('IIls"inl1Ltin!l or Illlts ; I'C('llIlS ' 1" ,! I '.' _I' Iii '11 'I: 'II I 
(jill. ,',"lIls••\ Imon"s; r:."~ 15 ~ \ ~'i1herts I rn7~ ; " \ll,' 

~ pron)", I (SL't)(lIing)J , 1I,IInllLS i I ntlls I IlIlls 

---....------j ..,_.. _- ..~ __ ...-! --J-~-"~----.'--!----"'"'J ~'--~-I--~---~-

. Per ,,,,I : I'tr cent! Per (tnt IPer celli i Per '(Ill IPer Cfllt I Pa (tilt
t'u!'hcllctl •••.•••••••.••••••••.•, !r.l : '" I h9 hO IYl 90 00

~~etl ....:.~.=---=- ..........:.... ~ ....; ~L._,_'H t OJ I· .. ··..··· ..........,.......... 

It is evident thnt most of the sales of unshelled nuts are made 

during the late fILII. For pecans the grent('l' pllrt of the yem"s sales 
111'(' Illilde during tho six we('ks from the middle of November to the 
('nei of the Y('fi1'. Snles of shelled nuts 11m distributed to n Inrger 
(':dent on']' the whole yell)'. '.l'his fnet would lend some weight to 
the nrgllllll'nt thnt mo1'C of the improved Yllrieties should be mllrketed 
ns shelled flU ts. 

'Rctail p1'i('es during the 1928 season for peellns find certa.in other 
nuts in the sh('ll 11S l't'po]'ted by chllin stores were tllhuillted by geo­
grnphie regions, ll11d aYel'llg('s of these l'egionIII priees were also 
obblincd. Vn1'illtions in pri('('s nrnong the different regions were not 
In1'g(', ns shown in Table 57. The fignres indicate that improved 
p('(:nns sold nbou t 20 C(,11 ts pel' pound higher thnn wnlnu ts and nlmonds 
in dlllin stores. Seedlings sold ('onsidernbly below these other nuts. 

TAI!L~; 57.-Al'cragc relail price ller 710lL1td, of specified unshelled nuts, as reported 
by elwin stores, lOiS season 

I IPCl'.lllS 1 
He~loll rrom wh!rh reports were " -1.\lmOllds English Filberts Brazil J.fixe,\ 

rC('Cl\'c!l 'rlllPrO\ ed' ~ . 'I 'j walnuts nuts nuts 

__________ ,_\~_I~~-i:-::-e< l:e:~~ll~gS!~I'--;:;:-~ -;;;;:;:-~ 
l\"OrthAtlalltk.............. :t.l/ 2fil 34 35 24 28 2!J

North <"entm1.. ~~~ ~ .. _~"'"', ~il 22 29 31 24 27 26 
~outh ,;~lInlltit~ ~ ,,,". --_.-1' .~~ ;;.i ~~ ;i~ ~ ~! ~ 
!:'oulh (cnlm!.. ................. ",I .1 ..l) ,I. __ _,
_j 

--1-.-
F.lr Western ................ __ I 52 I 25 30 30 24 2; 30 

1
----, ­A\'crnge·· .... •• ........ ~L_._;'~.i 21i 31! 33 24 2; : 


ItESCLTS Ot' CONSUMEIt SUUVEY BY MAIL 

To IIs('ertain the trend in the lise of pecans, consumers were asked 
if tilf.'ir Jnmilies used more pecans during the 1923 sellson than four 
or fiYe years pre\Tious: 206 replied "yes," find 128 "no." (Table 58.) 
In nIl sections of the country ex('ept the far ,Yest I1n increased con­
sumption was indiC'nted. Jn the fur W cst those answering in the nffirm­
Iltive find the negntive to this question were about equally divided. 
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TABLE 58.-CollsIIIllCrS' rCJllic,~ as 10 whelher their f(t/nilie.~ IIser[ more 1Jccans in lhe 
1928-29 season than JOII,r or jive yean, prcl'iolls 

Numher IHlswcr· 
ing­

ne~lol\ rrolll which repiiC!l wcro rOl'cl\'ctl 

Yes I 8o .. 
North AlIllnt\(·........................ ' .............. ' •••••.•_••••••••••••. _..... ',. 

North ('ontral. ••• " .• , ................... ' •••... ,. ••• ••.•. •...... , ...... , •..•.. 

~nl1th Atllllllic.. . ..................."........ .......... ,. ................ . 

t;outh (l~nlrnl .•.. _.~~ ...... __ ~.~~_.~_ .. __ ..... ~~_ .. ___ .". __ .... _.~ __ ~~ .. ., __ ... ~_ .. ".. ~_~_,. __ ~ ... _ 
Fllr \\'oslern •• , ................... , ..................... , ....................... , .. 

,\11 ,,'glons •• """'" '. ' .................................... , ....... ' 128 


----- '--~---------------'-'----"'-'-

C'onslllll~l'S WCl'C USkNl whethcl' they preferred to huy nuts in tl1e 
shell or shelled. The mnjority preferred to buy them in the shell. 
(Tnllle 59.) Prcferen('e for unshelled nuts was indicated in eneh 
1'0gion. Tho prineipul I'easons mentioned hy consumel'S who pre­
fClTed to bllY nuts in the shell werc: They nrc fresher and have 
bettcr (111\'01'; they ure more snnitruy; they will keep better; th(lY nrc 
1U0re desirnble for tnhle usc. The chief rensons ndvanced by those 
who fnvored buying shelled nuts were: It is more conyenient nnd • slwes the troublc of crncking lind cxt1'llcting the ke111els; the pur­
chnser ('nn see the kernels und is better able to judge the quality; 
more pcrfect kcrnels ('lln be obtnined, nil mnny kemels break when 
the nuts nTC l'rneked at home; wnste due to defectiye nuts und pal'ts of 
kernels rcmaining in the shell is climinntecl when shelled nuts arc 
purchased. "It is more economienl" was given as a renson by both 
those who preferred Ilut;; in the shell nnd those who preferred shelled 
nuts. 

TAnr,E 59.-CO//,~lIfllcr~' rcported preJerenceJor shelled or 1ms/wllcd nuls 
----_.._..__._-------------;----- ­

'Numher cxprcssint~ 
prcrcronee ror ll11ts­

!legion rrmn whith replies weru rCl:ci\'cd 

Unshelled Shclled 

J\'orth ,\liulltir..... ,....... , ........................................_......... ' •••• ' 25 

NorLh Cellt.ral.... ..., ................ " ................ ", 40 

t'ollthAtlnlltic .. ""'" ... . ' ..... " .... ' •.•.. " ............ ' ... 10 

~outh ('elltm!.............. , .. ,. """ ..... " .................................. .. 12 

Fur Western .............. , ................................. , ................. ' .. " lr. 


.AII reg:ions_ .. ~_~_ 220 103 

Consumel'S W(l1'O nsked to nnme, in order of importnl1('(I, the wnys 
in which they used pcenns nnd nlmonds. This question WtlS not nsked 
sepnl'tltcly for nuts in the shell nnd shelled. One hundred nnd 
sevcnteen stated t.hat "out of Imnd" witS of first importnnce; 60 
mentioncd usc in desscrtsj59, bnking JHU'POSCSj find 59, lise in salnds. 
(Tnble 60.) "Usc in snillds" received tbe highest number of votes 
for both S('('OllCl lWei third ehoiee. An impol'tnut home usc of nuts 
is in (,Hllciy mnking, whieh some probably dnssed with "bnking 
pmposes" ill replying to this questionnaire. 

125G25°-32--G 
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T,\II1,~: 60.-U.~cs of 1lccans amI aImolld,~ liS repoTted by conslI:m.ers in oTdeT of 
'tmpoTtancc 

Numher reporting use.., or I)C('1U1S nIHI almonds 1 

remus AlmondsOrder or lrn portlln~" 
----,---.,.....-----,----1----,,---;---- .,,---

Desserts Hnkill~ Snlnds Out. of Buking S' 'J lOut ofJlllrpose..~ hand lJcsscrls purposes . lH'h 5;! hand 

-----1--­
---2!)- ---'1-" -- ····~1--1-1fl 

no 11i 
51 ,10 :t2 40; {J I 27 au :IS W 13\ ~. ~ 

I A cOllsltlertlblc number nllllllioneil thllt they IIsed nllts In milking (,,,nd),. Somt flf',i:lah';" inchHled 
this use under .• tmkfug purposes." 

To learn something about 010 time of yenr consumCI't'. LIY nuts, 
the question was us lwei as to whethcl' they pl11'l'hllse{~ XI;'i~S at nny 
time except during October, Novembcr, Ilud December. This ques­
tion WIIS nsked separntely for nuts in the shell nnd shelled. As nn 
HYCrage for nl.l regions 39 pet· cent stated that tltey buy unshelled 
nuts only dUJ'lng these three months; 20 per cent stnted thnt they 
buy shelled nuts only during these months. (Table 61.) A large 
Pll1't of the nuts PIISS mto consumption during these months as shown 
by reports from the whol('snle nnd retail tmde, but these consumer 
l'('plies indicn.te that thCl'e is a considerable demand for nuts in other 
months. It is probnble that this IfofF senson" demand could be 
d(,\Tcloped furthcr. It should be kept ill mind thn t the consumers 
replying to this questionnnire are larger users of nl! ts nnd probably 
llse them over It longer senson than docs the Itvcrngc family. 

TATJLB 61.-PcTccnt(l(lc of consumer.~ staling that. (hell bu.y nil is only du.Tin(l OctobeT, 
Not'ember, cznd December I 

l"nshelled f'h~lIrd 

Per cent Per ccnt 
t\"orth Allantic................................................................. . :H 2,; 

North ('enlrnL . _.""'_" ..... ''''''''''''''''''''''_''............., ........... 42 2i 

~outh Allnnl.ic.................................... • ............................ 3J :19 

f'Olltlt (·cnlm!. .................................. __ .•••• , •.•.• • ............... .. 5i 41 

Far Westcrn , .................................................................. 37 J8 


.\11 rrgions 39 

I 'rhe tOlalnlllllbcr of re(llic., wns 327. 

To gain some ielen. of consumers' preferences for various nuts they 
woro nskcd to stato their choice, nssuming pecans, nlmonds, English 
wnlnu ts, filberts, nnd Brnzil IlU ts sold nt the snrnc price. These replies 
indicllte that the pecnn is highly f:W01'Ni among nut consumers. 
(Tuble 62.) Tn eomplUlng cfl'cctivo demnnd, the higher prices which 
P(,CaT1S hllYC cOll1ll1llnded IlIllst be consicier('d. Th'e pccltn lends in 
popularity by n. wide mnrgin in Ul(' regions in which it is well known 
us the South Atlantic and South Central regions. 

http:Allnnl.ic
http:indicn.te
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T ABLE 62.-G01L.~1/.mer8 reporting first choice 0/ specified nuts, assuming the price 0/ 
all kinds 10 be the same 

--~~.•---~--.~-~-.-.-....,....---------------

Xumber reporting ns first choic'C 

H~glon (r(llll which rQI.lics wero recel"cd 
r \ English F"lhe .Bmzll 

______________I__r_C_IlI_1S • lllonds wllinuts ~~I
I 

.;'·ltmber ..Yumbtr ..Yrtmbtr .:\I"umber j\'-lllllilrr 
North Atlnntlc............... •••••••.•.•••.•.•••••. 50 7 26 I 3 
North (·cntmL............... ................... 63 \) IS I 10 
South A thmtic nml Soulh C.mtrnl.._•••_._ ....•••. . 76 Q I II 0 3 
.Jo'nr \I'estertl...... .. ......................_ •.••.•• ~I) 7 17 I :! 

.... - ...-- --- ---------­
,AlIrt!gfon$~~... .' '_r~"""~' !,mv 32 i.1 3 18 

••••••• _ ••••• ___ • _____ --''--__c'...__--'-__---'__--''--__ 

Consumers WNe asked to report thc avern~e prices paid during tl:le 
1928 season for pecnns, almonds, and Enghsh walnuts, both in the 
shell and shelled. In the cnse of pecans, some purchases of seedling 
ns well us of impl'oycd vnrieties were probnbly included in the pur­
chases on which prices were reported. According to these reports, 
consumers of unshelled I1uts pnid about 12 cents per pound more for 
pecans thnn for English wulnuts in the 1928 season. In the South 
Central region a compnratiyely low price of 34 cents per pound was 
reported for pecnns. In this region relatively huge quantities of 
seedlings nrc used which would lower the lwerage price for the region. 
On the whole, however, the price varintions among different regions 
can not be considered as ltlrge. (Table 63.) 

TABI.iE 63.-AIJcrugc 1'lIrcha.~e pricc 1)cr pound rcportcd by consu.mers during 1928 
cro]l scasCln 

...c~__, ..~· ~______________,-_____-,-_____ 

Pecans _\Imonds }:nglish wnlnuts 

lte>:lon (rom which replies were reeeh'ed 1----:-----1----:----1-----;--- ­

l'n~hellcd She!le,1 Cnshellr(\ Shelle.\ Unshp.lled Shelled 

--------,----,-------------------
North Atlnntic·••••••••__ ...._.......... . 

Cenls 
50 

Ccnls 
I t~ 

Cent. 
37 

Cen~1 
102 

Cen/., 
30 

Crnl. 
8~ 

~orlh Ccn'ruL••...•_.••__•.•• __•••••... ~;; 9r. 3.1 83 37 80 
South Atlnntlr....................... .. 
:;olllh ('cutml................ ,_ •• _.••• , 
Fur Western ••••_._..................... . 

·IS 
:11 
51 ./ 

00 
&t 

112 

39 
:H 
3G 

Io:I 
91 
95 

37 
3:1 
3-1 

8:; 
82 
7l 

·Ii 101 3G 95 :15 ~o 

These prices nrc in fairly close agreement with the retail prices 
reported by chain stores (Table 57), which ha.ve been discussed. The 
chain-store report showed prices of 52 cents for unshelled improved 
pecans and 24 cents for seedlings as compllred with the consumers' 
report of 47 cents for all purchases including both improved varieties 
und seedlings. The chain-store Itvernges were 33 cents and 31 cents 
for English walnuts nnd almonds, respectively, compared with 35 
cents and 36 cents reported by consumers. This may indicate that 
the llverngc of ntl t l'etail prices for all stores is slightly higher than 
the a,vernge reported by clwin st.ores. 

The nvemge pri~e of shelled pecans was report~d by consumers as 
$1.01 compared WIth 80 cents reported for Enghsh walnuts nnd 95 
cents for almonds. On account of the various contniners in which 
nut kernels nre retailed and the difficulty of converting prices paid 
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to a per-pound bnsis, it is likely that less dependence can be placed 
on the prices reported for shelled nuts than on those reported for 
nuts in the shell. 

As a means of learning whether pecans and almonds were generally 
available to consumers they were asked whether the grocery store 
that they genernlly patronized calTied these various nuts at any time 
duting the HJ28 season. (Table 64.) The replies indicated that in 
the cities cireularized pecans and nlmonds both in the shell and shelled 
wel·e available to a majority of ciliy consumers. The figures do not 
necessarily mean that n, large mn,jority of grocery stores ca,rried pecans; 
only one store out of sevemi in a community may have carried them. 
The replies may not be representative of the poorer districts. 

TABLE 04.-Nu1I/.ber of consumers 'Who slated 'Whether the grocery slorcs they generally 
7Jalronizetl sold lJccans or almonds during lhc 1928 crop season, and whclher their 
l;lIrc!wses of mixed nuts inclluled pecans In the mixture 

1\umhcr reportillg thnt their bracer)' stores, during the 1!J28 crop 
s ,,,,,on, did (lI' did not sell-

Nnmber stating
1-----------.--·--------1	whether mixed 

nuts t.hey pur-Pcenns
Hcgioll (nlIll whid! 	 chnsed con­
n:plies were. rl'cch"t.\u ----.~-.-.~------/-----_:_-.----/ tnined !lCcans 

Shelled l:nshe!letl Shelled 

--.----1--.--:--.---- -----;;----/--,.---
Yes 1\-0 \es No l:CS No Yes ~o Yes No 

----_.. _--_!_---------------

Pecans, particularly seedlings, are widely used in mixed nuts. 
About three-fourths of the consumers who reported buying mi.xed 
nuts stated that pecans were included in the mixture, and the other 
one-fomth stated that pecans were not included. (Table 64.) 

To determine how familiar consumers are with pecans they were 
asked the following questions: Do you know where pecans are grown? 
Do you know by name any of the hu'ger thin-shelled varieties of 
pecans? Tv{o hunclredand forty-one persons stated that they knew 
where pecans are grown compared with 88 who did not. Since these 
replies were from persons who were sufficiently interested in t.he use 
of nuts to fill in a quest.ionnaire it is evident that if the entire popula­
tion were considered a much smaller percentage would be shown to 
know wbere pecans are gro,vn. Two h1.mmed und forty-three per­
sons stated that they did not know t,he names of any of the larger 
thin-shelled varieties of pecans as compared with 70 wb) stated that 
they did. 

Three hundred and four persons answered that they would like to 
receive recipe pamphlets for pecans, almonds, or other nuts if issued 
free by shippers or growenl. Twenty replied that they would not be 
interested in such pamphlets. 

The question was asked: Do you personnlly find that nuts are 
fi. healthful food? Of those replying, 97 pel' cent answered in the 
nmrmative. 
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Consumers were asked to state any complaints they might have 
as to the quality of pecans or ahnonds, or any comments regarding 
their lise or mlU'keting. Only about one-third of those filling in the 
questionnaire made complaints or comments in answer to this in­
quiry. Those relating to peCiU1S included the following: "Too 
expensive"; 'I some ofTered for sale especially in mixed nu ts are too 
small and hard shelled"; "pecans arc sometimes dry and of inferior 
quality"; "old dJ."".f nuts are sometimes mixed with new-crop nuts"; 
"it is difficult to extract kernels of some vlll'ieties without loss"; 
"some peCHns are not well fillecL or carefully graded"; "high-quality 
pecans are not easy to find"; "displa.y cases in some stores are not 
dust proof. " 

THE SHELLING INDUSTRY 

A relatively few large shellers handle most of the crop. Important 
shelling centers are St. Louis, Sfli,n Antonio, Chicago, and New 
Orleans. Smaller quantities arc shelled at ,~arious points throughout 
this area and the Southeast. . 

The pecans lll'e cracked mechanically, and the kernels are picked 
out by hand in the shelling plants. The kernels are often classified 
accQrding to the approximate number of halves per pound, generally 
ral'sing from 750 for the smull size to 400 for the large, ''lith some 
vei'y lal'ge ones as low as 220 halves per pound. The pieces of kernel.> 
arc usually sold separatdy from the halves. Containers in ,yhich 
many kernels are sold include barrels, 50-pound boxes, 5-pound 
cartons, 8-ounce cans, 3 to 4-ounce cans. The small cuns are vacuum 
packed. Some glass jars are used. 

The poundage of unshelled nu ts handled in the 1928 season by shellers 
replying to an inquiry by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics 
totaled about 4,000,000 pounds which probably represents less than 
10 pel' cent of the total quantity shelled. The replies received indi­
cate thn,t less than 0.5 per cent of the pecans shelled by these firms 
were improved varieties. A few nuts were cracked but not shelled 
and "Jere sold to the retail trade in this way. This quantity was less 
than 1 per cent of the total. According to the reports the kernels 
obtained in shelling averaged 38.8 per cent of the unshelled poundage. 
Of the shelled stock 66.4 per cent was halves, and 33.6 per cent 
pieces. Average wholesale prices reported by shellers for variolls 
sizes of kernel halves for the 1928 season were as follows: 750's, 
52.5 cents; 600's, 56.4 cents; 500's, 57.8 cents; 400's, 59.3 cents; 
pieoes, 51.7 cents. 

Large qmmtities of pecan kernels are sold to confectioners. They 
are also used by the baking trade, icc-cream trade, and salters. 
Wholesale grocers amI chain stores take large quantities for distribu­
tion tluough the retnjl f:llores. 

COMPETITION OF PECANS WITH OTHER NUTS 

Some of the nuts that compete with pecans on the markets are 
English walnuts, almonds, Brazil nuts, filberts, peanuts, chestnuts, 
and black walnuts. A number of other nuts (mostly imported) are 
of considerable importance. 

For the 6-yeur period 1924-1929, the United States annual pro­
duction of English walnuts n.verageci about 64,000,000 pounds, 
compul'cd with about 21,000,000 pounds of almonds, nnd about 
56,000,000 pounds of pecans including both improved varieties and 
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seedlings. During this period peanut production in the United 
States (including only nuts which were gnthered) averaged about 
792,000,000 pounds. Considerable quantities of these peanuts do 
not rench nu t consumers. 

Avemge annunl imports of certain nuts for the 6-season period 
ended June 30, 1930, in round numbers were as follows: Brazil nuts, 
30,000,000 pounds; 6 chestnuts, 21,000,000 pounds; English walnuts, 
unshelled, 19,000,000 po;'lllds; shelled, 20,000,000 pounds; almonds, 
unshelled, 3,000,000 pounds; shelled, 18,000,000 pounds; filberts, 
unshelled, 10,000,000 pounds; shelled, 5,000,000 pounds. Theimports 
of pecans, which originate in 1'le:>..'ico, avemged less than 1,000,000 
pounds. Most of these were unshelled and were of the small native 
seedling type. During this period the pecan imports ranged between 
2,900,000 pounds for the year ended June 30, 1925. and 124,000 
pounds for the year ended June 30, 1930. 

Pecans now form n relntively small portion of the total quantity 
of nuts consumed in the United States. The apprml.'imate supply of 
certain nuts per capita population of the United States is shown in 
Table 65. In preparing this tn.hle production and foreign trade have 
been considered, but carry-over has been ignored. Shelled nuts have 
been cOllverted to the unshelled basis. For the five years ended 
June 30, 1929, the total supply of pennuts including some used for 
purposes other than humnn food has nveraged about 7 pounds per 
cn,pita 1'01' this period. For the last 5-year period ended 1Il 1929 the 
pei· capita supply of almonds, Bmzil nuts, filberts, and foreign chest­
nuts hns shown some decl'ense from the previous 5-ycar period. The 
per capita supply of English walnuts has increased slightly. 

TABLE 65.-A nnual pel' capita snpply of specified nuts (unshelled basi.~) in the United 
States, 1899-1900 to 1929-30 

Period PeCllns Almonds ~~l~~'~~ 

Avern~e: Poumds POllnds POIL7Ids 
ISIllHOOO to 1003-0·'-______ . (0) 0.30 0.41 
!\)OIHO to 191:1-1·'--_________ (n) 5'> .71 
191\1-20 to 102:\-2-1. __________ 0.3i .S7 1.0010211-20___________1924-25 to .49 .73 1.08 
101ll-~>() .65 1.02 1.1i 
10~'O_21 _____________ •_______ .11 .73
1021-22. :~jw ___ ... _______________ .43 1.111922-23_____________________ .13 .88 1. 031923-24_____________________ .51 .00 .0019:H-25. ____________________ .35 . iO 1.1411125-2(\ _____________________ .44 .60 1.26192ti-2i_____________________ .SO .72 .89
19Zi-28__________ . __________ .~'\l .i1 1.26..... 11128-29___________________.. .St) .74 .9111129-30_______________ •____ • .-10 .62 1.0·1 

Brazil 
nuts 

PotLlIds 
0.15 
.20 
.33 
.26 
.23 
•:14 
.35 
.35 
.39 
.28 
.25 
.36 
.Il 
.31 
.21 

Filberts 

POIL7Ids 
0.10 
.14 
.25 
.20 
.33 
.15 
.2-1 
.25 
.26 
.16 
.22 
.18 
.22 
.20 
.13 

Chest­
nuts 

Ponnd. 

-----o~i:i-

.19 

.10 

.12 

.21 

.20 

.18 

.24 

.25 

.20 

.22 

.09 

.17 

.14 

Total 

Pou7Id. 

-----Tiii 
2.95 
3.52 
2.13 
3.20 
2.S2 
3.20 
2.97 
3.06 
3.17 
2.68 
2.89 
2.54 

Division o( Statistical and lIistoricul Research. 

NOTE.-In rreruring this tahle, production, imports, und exports wore considered but carry-ovor WIIS 
not considere{. imports of shelled nuts were converted to the unshelled basis using the (ollowing (actors: 
English walnuts, ~'I per {~nt; almonds. 30 per t'llnt; t1Iherts, 45 per cont. The yellr extends from Jnly 1 
to June 30. Domestic production o( chestnuts is not included lIS figures are not available. The total 
supply il( pcunuts, including imports. hilS Ilverage(16.07 pounds per capita during the 5-yeur period 1924-25 
to 1U2So-20. 'Phis does not mean that 6.97 pounds per Cllpitll were used for human (ood as some peauuts
wero used for other purpm;es. For dotailed st.atistics on exports and imports of vurious nuts, those interested 
are rl~errcd to the following: a Rtf:S, C. n. ;-aItEIGN'TltAnE OF TilE UNITED STATES, ANNUAL, 1700-1\129. 
NUTS; nOllE8TIC ~:Xl'OllTS, IMI'OItTS, IlE~:XI'ORTS AND N~:T IIAUNn:, QUANTITY AKI> VUUE. U. S. Dept. 
Agr., Bur. Agr. Eeon. Hpt. F. S. 51, 35 p., illus. 1930. [Mimeographed.] 

o Not available . 

• During t.he yellr 1928-29, more than 1,000,000 pounds and in 1929-30 more than 4,000.000 pounds of shelled 
llruzil nuts were imported lIud nre ineiude.; iu obtaining tho average shown. 

http:Ilverage(16.07
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Vl1I'ious factors may influence the situation with respect to com­
petition among peCtens and other nuts but the future position of the 
pecan in the American mt)'l'kets appears to be good. 

SUMMARY 

Pecan trees are native to the South Oentral States. They are.. found growin~ abundantly in the alluvial flood plains and delta lands 
of the to\\'er lV[ississippi and its tributaries ftnd along the courses of 
all of tim ',vest Gulf rivers. Wild trees are found as far north as the 
10we1' Ohio find :Missouri Rivers, westward to the margin of the high­
lands of western OkliLhol11ft and Texfts, nnd southward far into Nlmdco. 
Plantings of improved vnrietics of pecans luwe been made on a large 
scale throughout the east Gulf and South Atlantic coastal plains, a 
large l)Ortion of these being in commercial orchards containing thou­
snnds of trees each. Trees of improved vl1rieties are now being 
phLllted extensively in the native peCitll belt wbore many of the wild 
seedling trees are being top-worked with scions from improved 
varieties. 

'rotal production of peCIUlS from 1919 to 1031 has rar.ged from 
10,000,000 to 94,000,000 pounds. Production of improved varieties, 
coming mostly from planted trees in the Southeastern States, has 
ranged from 2,000,000 to 20,000,000 pounds. Nuts from seedling and 
wild trees come mostly from the Stntes west of the Mississippi, and 
production has ranged from 8,000,000 to 77,000,000 pounds. The 
eastern pecan Stntes have produced 85 per cent or more of the im­
proved varieties each year since 1919. Georgia frequently supplies 
tl,bout two-fifths of the improved varieties. Texas and Oklahoma 
together usually produce from a half to four-fifths of the seedling 
nuts. TeX1LS produces usually from n fourth to a half of the total 
United Stittes crop of pecnns. 

'rho estimated totnl llUmbp., 01 pecan trees in 1929 was about 
18,500,000, of which more tk'l LO,OOO,OOO were seedling and almost 
8,000,000 were improved type,'. Of the seedling type about three­
fourths were of bearing age. For most improved varieties, trees over 
10 yeaTS old. are considerccl of hearing age. Of the improved trees 
about 3G per cent were10 years old or over in 1929, 22 per cent were 
from 5 to 9 ycars old, and Itbout 42 per cent under;} years. 

The most popular improved variety appeal'S to be the Stuart, rep­
resenting about 30 pel' cent of aU inlproved pecan trees. The Schley 
COIlles next with 19 per cent. Of the total trees reported, 43 per cent 
were of improved varieties and 5'( per cent were seedling or wild. 

Production has tended to shift eastward during the last 20 years. 
Texas and Oklr.homl1 had approximately 77 per cent of the bearing 
trees ill 1910, 56 pel' cent in 1920, and 48 per cent in 1925. The 
States east of the Mississippi River hacl17 per cent of the bearing trees 
in uno, 3G per cent in 1920, and 45 per cent in 1925. Much activity 
has been shown during late years, both in the Southeast and in the 
natiye pecan sections of the Southwest, in the planting of improved 
varieties. 

In viowof this hCILVY planting of young trees and of the increasing 
bearing SUrftlCC of the mpidly growing trees 10 to 20 years of age, 
incl'Case in production should be rather rapid during the next few 
years, but the tLl1lonnt of the increase will depend upon the attention 
given the orchards and the extent to which insect pests and diseases 
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aro controlled. Even assuming a mortality as groat as 40 pCI' cent in 
trees undot· 6 yoars of age, IUl inct·ease of about 25 pel' cent in number 
of planted trees of bearing age seems likely by 1940. Increase in totnl 
production of improved nuts might he as much as 50 or even 100 per 
cent within the next decade. No lllaterial increase in seedling Ilnd 
wild Huts is I1nticipnted. The increase in production of improved 
nnd seedling nuts combined during the next decade might amount to 
as much as 25 or 30 pel' cent. 

Peclm-condition reports, published monthly from July to October, 
show in the ellrIy months no close relationship to the size of the crop, 
but the reIII.tion improves from month to month until in Novembet· 
the reported percentage of n full crop tends to give a mthel' good ill(li­
cation of the probable size of the crop. Variations in actual produc­
tion tend to be gl"eater thnn the condition reports would indicate. 
l'he JOl'ecllsts of pl"Obuble production published by the United Stutes 
Dcpnl"tment, of Agl"icul Lure in the fnllmon ths, bused largely upon re­
ports of cotTespondents concerning expected production on their own 
flll1nS, and upon intorpretatioll of the condition reports in th~ light of 
the reia.Lion of condition to pl"Oduction in previolls years, are the best 
iJldicntion of production aVltilltbIe while the crop is still being 
mitl"ketcd. 

:Methods and pmctices in the development of pecnn orchards of im­
pl"Oved varieties and in the cnre of bettring orchards have undergone 
mUllY improvements dm·ing reC(,l1t years. Even though these irn­
provClncnts l1.re rather widely known a considerable portion of the 
orchards arc receiving such indiffcrent care that the owners can not 
expect to renlize It profit. 

In the districts studied, pecnn orchards in general arc developed in 
conllcc.tion with till interplltntcd cash or feed crop for harvest. The 
method of cost analysis uscd assumes that the growing of these inter­
crops for hltrVest reduces the cost of ccrtain items required in develop­
ing the trecs and in producing the nuts in proportion to the land ncre­
age used by the crops grown in the orchard. The evidence would 
see1l1. to prove that it is good economy to grow intercropl> in the young 
orchn.rd until the space occupied by these crops is needed for the well­
bClllg of the mature orchnrd. Interplanted annual crops for harvest, 
during the devclopmentperiod, nre grown in all districts studied ex­
cept the 1-lississippi Gulf coast district and the Mobile district of 
Alabama. In the lnttet· dish·ict, a filler crop of Satsuma ornnges is 
common both in young orclUll·ds and in those of bearing age. In the 
Shreyeport district of Louisittna, the practice of growing intercrops is 
continued in orchnrds of bearing age. 

An 11llalysis in the severnl districts studied shows considerable varia­
tion. The cost of opernting bearing orchards of improved varieties, 
including interest chargcs, varied among districts from about $20 to 
$50 per acre. The pounds of pecans required to pay costs, including 
interest charges, ranged from approxiJnately 80 to 185 pounds per 
n,cre. These cost differences are due to a number of reasons, such as 
wages of 1l111n labor, horse-work rates, use of fertilizer, amount of the 
jOiJlt costs that are chttrgeable to pecn.ns, an~l the like. The latter 
IS the gren.tcst cost fllctor. A considerable portion of these costs, 
however, docs not represent actual cllsh. This is particularly true on 
fnrms on which there arc enterprises other thnn pecnllS. On farms of 
this class much of the ll1alllabor and use of inlplements and work stock 
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on th(' pl\('lln enterprise represents ndditionnluse of these thiJlg5 not 
priwided for hy the other fnrm enterprises IU1d therefore should not 
be dllssed ns IldditionuJ Ilctulli CORtS to the flU'mel'. In the cllse of 
Ol'Chlll'ds under the 1l1!1lulgemen t of cnrctnkers, where nll the op(,l'ations 
nl'e normally hired, the out-or-pocket costs nre ll1nterinlly greotet'. 

Pecan trees moy benr a few nuts when 3 to 5 )'em's old. Gen(,t'ltlly 
speaking, however, they do not C(1mo into ('oJ11mercinl heoTing until 
about the eleventh yenr. Yields of pe('nns hlwe b(\('n dil"nppointing 
oyen in It fllvol'llble yenr such ns 1028. In thllt y{,fLl' the yicld frolll It 

grcat, ll1allY bC(I,ring orchltrds 15 to 19 yours of nge in mallY of the 
districts studied WitS not sufficient to coycr ('osts. Among the chief 
fllctors thllt luwe Itpporently tcnded to eurtltil yields nre: N cglect at 
some poL'tion of the devclopmcnt pnriod; the plllnting of vllrieties not 
ndnpted to the loclIJity i nnd sclection of a poor sitc with resped to the 
Itbility of the soil to mcet the plant-food rcquirements of the tl·ec. 
Other contributing fnctors nrc impropcr planting distanecl:; nnd the 
damaging e(reet of ins('et p('st.s and fungous dis('ases. 

:Many plllntings OI'C sot too close for the future welfal'C of tho mature 
peclln oI'chard, lind some of the trol'S will necd to be removed lifter 
a few .roars of bearing life of the orchard. Ii; is now generolly cor.­
ceded thaL pecan trees should not be set at the rate of more than 12 .. to the ac ro . 

Of tho fungous diseases aff('cting pecnns, scab is of chief economic 
importaIlce. Rec('nt ObS(,TYlltioIlS indicote that the scab fungus is 
becolning of economic importllncc on varieti('s that were formcrly 
thought to be highly rcsistnnt, so fhnt the widely followed practice 
of top-working susceptible vllrieties to so-called nonsusceptible varie­
ties, may need to be abnndoned, and systematic spraying or dusting 
of varieties su bject to scab may need t.o be adopt.ed. 

'rhe so-called improved vllrieties are laTgely IDaTketed and dis­
tributed unshelled t.o consumcrs. The native seedlings ore mostly 
shelled commercially. Improved pecans are sold by growers in 
Yariolls ways <;lIch us through a coopcrn.tiyc ossociation, to inde­
pendent shipP('l'S, through conuuission merchants, to buyers in the ..... markets, or direct to eonsumers. 

Prices of peCODS f. o. b. shipping points in the arc 0, cast of the Mis-· 
sissippi niver }utve Yal-ied with varieties and quality nnd have 
avemged from 28 to 35 cents a pound for the crops of the period 1925 
to 1030. 

Reports from shippers indicate that in the 1928 season approximately 
27 per cent of shipmcnts from Stutcs that grow mostly inlproved 
varieties went to the NOlth Atlantic States, 56 per cent to tho North 
Central Stutes, 0 per cent to the South Atluntic Stotes, 6 per cent to 
the South Central States, ond 2 per cent to the far West. 

It WIlS the general opinion of brokers, wholesalers, and retailers that 
domestic outlets could be developed to take care of an increasing 
annual production. Fnctors which \vere suggested as a means of' 
improving pecan marketing conditions were: Greater organization 
and cooperation among growers und shippers; advertising; improve­
ment of gmding practices; greater control of distribu tion and a reduc­
tion in the quantity of miscellaneous consignments; and stabilization 
of prices in relation to the season's supply. 

Improved varieties of unshelled pecans have, according to the 1020 
survey, commanded a higher price in the markets than have other 
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llUtS including wulnuts and nlmonds. :Most brokers nnd denIers 
believed that there will be SOllie narrowing of this price differential. 

The survey of pecafi-Jllurketing conditions in large cities and the 
chain-store and consumer survey indicated that the pecan is on sale 
milch more genernlly in the well-to-do sections than in the poorer 
sections. Pecalls are popuJm· with consumers who are familial" with 
them. For the nrea covered in the sll1:vey probably less than half 
of the grocery stores handled pecans in the 1928 crop Renson. The 
grenter number of the year's retail sales of unshelled peenns al"C 
made during the six weeks from the middle of NOYf'mher to the end 
of the year. The size or consumer purchases is frequently 1 pound. 
'Retail prices of standard varieties other than Schley Iwernged dose 
to 50 c(mts It pound in 1028-20. ' 

Pecans thn tare shdled eommereinlly arc used by con f('c tioners , 
bnkers, iCC-e,I"CILlHl1lanu rn,dul"ers, und salters in ilddition to being 
J·etniled to consumers direct. Shellers reported that the average 
yield of k('l·ncis as compared with the weight of the whole nuts is 
nbout 38 per cent. 

The pel· en.pitl1 supply of pecans in the United States (unshelled 
basis) fOI" the five scnSOllS Imdecl in Hl20 fLyeragcd 0.40 pound, com­
pared with 1.08 pounds Jor English walnuts, and 0.73 pound for 
almonds. 
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