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REPORT HIGHLIGHTS

% The purpose of this reséarch was to measure'économic.benefifs of &irect
farmef t6 consumer ﬁarketing. A conceptuéllmo&el’was deveiopéd to test -
fatmerband consumer benefits from this marketing system versus the typida;.
commefcial éystem that iﬁvolvés sﬁippiﬁg point packing houses and_tefﬁinal
~market ﬁholésalers and retail storesn-l | |
'#‘.Fafmer to éqnéumer‘difect marketing of fruits>aﬁd végetabies in East’
Texas has prevéiled:fof several decades. Saleé'are médé‘ﬁhrbugh four
voutlets-—bick—yoﬁr-dﬁn,»ét—the~farm salgs, roadside.marketing'and a;'
farmers markets. | ‘:

x ‘PickfyOur—pwﬁ.aﬁd at-the4farm;sales‘are somewhat limited because,ﬁany‘«

~ farms aré»fifﬁy miles or mofg éwéj from the major population‘center——the 

» ballés—Ft. Worth, Texas métroplex, with a_populétion of aboﬁt 2.5‘millioﬁb
persbns.j o | ”
%‘ Roadside‘sales gfe almoét>éntirely made’from-piék-up frucksvparked'
alongside 6f prinéipaletatevand some fedgralbhighﬁays; Interstate‘highf
:Wayé designed with liﬁited accesses have reducéd oppértuﬁities to méfket>
to thru-traffic from roadside sténds; . | | |
V*V:The major direct:mafketing ouflet for East.Texas fruit and vegetable
farmers is the ballaé Fafmers-Ma#két. It has 196 éales stalls'which'are'~
_filied toléapaéity from ébouf May through September. - The mérket operates

- yéar—rouhd. It is located on a ﬁajor thoroughfare at the edgevofbthe E
'dowhtownicenﬁral busiﬁeés distfiét énd is ownedbaﬁdldperatédiby the Ciﬁy.

‘of Dallas. |

*.‘Farmerﬁkseliing at the Dallas_Farmers Market typicaliy‘opeféte a farm of

_abdut 100 acres, of which about 30 acres-ére devoted to fruits or végeta—‘

ix



‘ble ﬁro&gééion. vThe excéption isvwétermelons,bavéraging about 50 aéresbi
?ér'farm. ‘Family labor predominates with éome hired.labbr aﬁ beék har-

ngst pefiods. Several vegetables are groWn'simultaﬂeOuslf. gDifferent"  -3
: variéties:pluS‘somé replanting provide mafuriﬁg produéts fqr_sa1é mQétlyf
from May;through September each year. A few also grow wiﬁtér Végetabies. .
£l Dealersvalso Seli at the Dallas Farméfs‘Marketm They Buy Qhélesaiéf‘

from farmers andvretail'on thé market in stalls along Wiéhvthevfarﬁets;jv
'Deélersnalso operate ffom commércial supplieé of pfoducts that compléﬁeﬁt

those grown by East Texas farmers. Dealers sell year round.

% Peddlers are another sales outlet for farmers. Peddlers resell to
fruit and vegetable stands and independent-foqd stores in the Dallas<

Ft. Worth and North Texas area.

*.‘Réturns'to Easthexas fafmerszfrOm direct marketing éxceeded,that by
avéilable from actual or synthesized commercial marketing systems. Pro~
duction eipenses for séme crops. were higﬁer than for commercial crops.
but ?riées received from direct marketing more than offset the diffepenCe.
Budgets were developed using the Oklahoma Enterprise Budget Geﬁérator,
- the system applied yeariy to major Texas commercial agricultural cropsL 
& Iﬁéomes‘of farmers from 30 acres of vegétables were .estimated at aboﬁt
$39,000 per year over their direct produétion and marketing expenses.
'ThiS'was'é return to their 1abor,'ménagement and té the land théy faﬁmed.'kk_
Therefore; tﬁié was a combined_return for the total family's labor aﬁd

‘to pay for the lénd»involved. |

% Resuits indicaté thatAdifeCt marketing by East‘Texas‘farmers,is a
profitable énterprise but one involving 1ong hoursvdf work because the

farmer must both produce and market his own crop.

*  Consumers, on an avérage, obtained savings By shbpping at tbe Dallas:



'Farmers Market by maklng at least three purchases of a quarter of a peck
each or else one peck of a s1ngle product. These sizes offered price

' advantagesvoverfthose at food chain‘stores,“ Very small purchaSes—epint,'
bqnartvor tWo-qoart basket'sizes——were usuallyipriced near those at food
chain stores. Advantages of the smallrpurchases’wouldvbe any perceived'}
prodUCt-quallty differences. |

*‘.Consumersldr0ve an average one—way.distance,of_lﬁ,B miles from their
homes to the.marketband spent an average of about 17hdollars‘per.trip on
: their.Farmervaarket purchases; These shoppers made an arerage’of 2.6 |
trips per“mOnth to the'market. These were Special.trips‘forkél percent
’vbf the’shoppers‘and'were not attached to trips,forkotheriprimary_purposes;
Three out of“four,shoppers.merevof the opinion that priCes and product
quality were betterﬂat'the'DallasfFarmers Market'than-at‘theirflocallfl
"food stores;: : . | | |

% 5hoppers at the Dallas Farmers Market were well educated 78 percent
had a. college education, and 75 percent had household 4incomes of $20, 000
or—above; Th1rty—n1ne percent had at some time, llved on a farm.
,Though shopping for other friends is common, only 7 percent of those
‘1nterviewed were members of,cooperatlve buying clubsa

* The advisahility.of one or'two smaller additional farmers markets‘

in onter sections of‘the city that-would be’accessibleito more consumers‘,

is recommended for study and consideration. Such markets would possibly

o operate on a part time schedule of two or three days per week and would

'be coordlnated with the downtown market. Added opportunlties would be |
‘provided to other consumers and farmers. Plans have been considered by
ffthe Clty of Dallas for enlarglng the present Farmers Market .80 that it

can accommodate more farmers and consumers.

xi



* It is recommended that the Texas A&M University Research and Extension
Center at Overton, in East Texas, provide continued educational guidance

to farmers interested in direct marketing of fruits and vegetables.
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. , FARMER TO CONSUMER '
DIRECT MARKETING OF FRUITS AND VEGETABLES
IN EAST TEXAS

:bRobert E. Bfaﬁsqn
Dean Ethridge
- Dan Martinez
James McGrann
INTRdbﬁcTION
Markefing of'frﬁifsvand vegétables direct fromvfarﬁefs to consumers “‘
'offersvpotenfial‘benéfifs_to both'ﬁafties. Thereforg it'cdntinues,: The'l”
vpﬁfpoéé éf-fhisEteséarEh‘ié'to identify thé»systeﬁs used iﬁ Easﬁ Texas
aﬁd to determine actual and perceived:béhefits‘fo;’farﬁeré and coﬁsﬁmérs--
.usiﬁg;thié‘ma:keting”sysfem. | | |
| East;TéXas was selecﬁe& as ﬁhe area vastud& beéause‘mosf ffuit'and
vﬁegetable sméll scale.férﬁing in Teﬁas is 1bcatéd‘fﬁete; Someipf ﬁﬁeéé
ifafmefs.afe full;time and others are;part;time fafmefs, though,full-time
farmers are more:typicél; | |

'-*Mefhods of marketing in Texas assumes anyvpne_of four forms. These

- oare:

1. EPick—your—own

2. At-the—farm markétingi’

3; 'RoadSidé sales |

4. Earmers markets
‘fick—yOpf—an ﬁarkéting-qfvfruits and vegetébles has'made enﬁrybip"-

Texés but‘has not fiouriShéd because producing férﬁs‘fbt.the most part:
B ‘are 1ocated away from the pr1nc1pa1 c1t1es. DrivingvdiSténces mitigate;’
_against urbanites maklng trips to the farms. |

At-the-farm marketlng occurs~mostly~for watermelons, peaches and



Table 1. Number of Farmers Using Direct Marketing to Consumers by County
and Method of Selling. : :

District &
Counties

Pick-your-own

 Roadside
Stand

. Off-Farm

Marketing

District 4

Clay Counfy
Cooke County
'Denton County
Ellis County
Fannin‘Coﬁnty
Grayson County
HuntbCounty
Jack County
Kaufman County
Montague County
Navarro County
Parker County
Tarrant Cdunty

. SUBTOTAL

District 5

Camp County

Cass County

- Franklin County
Gregg County
Harrison County
Henderson County
Hopkins County
Lamar County
Rains County

Red River County
Smith County

‘Titus County
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Table I continued

District &

o o : Réadside. v Off-Farm
- Counties - Pick-your—own Stand Marketing
Upshur County 0" 21 o 0
" Van Zandt Counfy 0 ‘ 0
Wood County | 0 2 0
SUBTOTAL 14 73 47
vbistrict 9 _
~Anderson County | 3 -1 )
-:»-ChefokeeiCqun£y¢“ ‘ 0 6 3
Freestone Cbﬁhtyvv~ﬁ 3 7 0
.'HpuSton_County : 0 1 0
 'Jaé§éf:County | 0 7 14
- Leon Counfy. "0 . 6 0 -
Madiéon Cbunty 0 1 1
Nacogdoches County 5 1 6
Newtén'County ' 0. 1 2
. Polk County"' 0 -8 0
. Rusk Coﬁnty"_ 4 2 6
San AugustihezCounty » -0 1 0
San Jacinto County 0 3 1
Shelb"y' ‘County - S 4 5 1
Tyler County 3 15 12
Walker Coﬁh;y 0 __;L; OIA
- SUBTOTAL 22 66 49
~ GRAND TOTAL 55 172 133
 Percent 15 48 37
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The predominant forms of direct marketing are roadside>stands and off-
vfarm marketing. But these fequire further intefpretation.’ Though 48 per-
cegt ofAthése covered.by a Texas Agricultural E#tension Service survey
reporféd.sglling through roadside stands, (Table 1), what ﬁéstly oécurs in .
such iﬁstanceg are sales from a pickup truck temporariiy parked“at'thevéidé‘
»of the road. For whatever reason, roadside stands have all but disappeated.-
Those still around offer assorted products mostly pfocured from wholesale
dealers, not farmers.

Off-farm markefing means mostly sales in farmers markets by.farmers
themselves or saies to dealers that maintain sales stalls there. A‘féw“
férmers marke£8'are found in East Texas at such places'as Kilgore, Marshall,
énd Nacogdoches, but these are operated almost exclusively by deaierg who;
'take the farmers crops and resell them to consumers visiting these markets.
An exception is the Dallas Farmers Market, which we will discuss 1atér'in
more detail since it is truly a farmers market. Attention now Willvtufn to

a more detailed discussion of the production and the marketing systems.

FRUIT AND VEGETABLE PRODUCTIONAAREAS-

Produétion of fruits and vegetables for direct marketing ffom'farméfs
to consumers in Texas is primarily éoncentrated in East Texas. Prodﬁction
areas include most of Texas Agricultural Extension Districts 4, 5 and 9
‘(FigUre 1). Although other direct marketing occurs from scattered péckéﬁé"
in Céntral Texas, late freezes feducéd aétivity severely during 1980,
especially for'péaches around Fredericksburg (Gillespie County). Theréfore,
that portion.of the state was excluded from this study;

Fruit and vegetable farmers afé found in clusters in East Texas. ' One
is in the Sulpher Springs, Mt. Pleasant, Pittsburg, Gilmer, Mineola, and

Grand Saline area, (Figure 2), which basically lies northward, east and



Figure 1. ‘Texas Agricultural Extension Districts
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West-of Tyler. ;Gfbwers around‘and'south of Nacogdéches mérket in HouStbﬁ,
' iﬁs£eéd of‘Déllas;‘[A;third cluster is iﬁ counties'surrounding Dallas-Ft.
Worth. ‘I;'exténdslsouthWard to Mexia and Westward to Stéphenﬁiile and
Miﬁerai ﬁelis;' o
| Becéuse 6f ;he'geographic configqration éf production, most Easternv
| and NortheaSterh Texas direct markeﬁing farmefé take their produce to'the-
Dallas‘Farmeré Market. vConsequently, tﬁe study was pivofed'arbundlﬁhose

‘farmers selling on the Dallas Farmers Market.

THE DALLAS FARMERS MARKET

TﬁevFarmeré:ﬁarket éﬁd produce whqlesale markets adjoinveach 6ther J
‘~iﬁ Déllas{ 'ihe si£é_is'adjoint to the doWhtpﬁn central businesé’district
‘éndbﬁh_a majof.thdroughfa;é; Established in 1942; it»&asbexpanded‘and
febuiit>in 1948;v>Becausé'of its long history,'some‘fafﬁers intervié&ed'
' .'iﬁ £his étﬁdy had beén selling on this market for over 30 yeérs;' iﬁ is-
.Qéned'and bpefatéd:by.the‘City of Dallas. |

_Thisvié an open market ﬁith overﬁeadvroof stfuéturé. It has three
séctibqs,sq éOnStructed plus édditiqnai uncovered areas. 'Most.consumerv
 tfénsac£ions are in.thé.covered éectioné whigh altégether have 196 stalls.
Farmérs‘haVe1first.prioriﬁy on saies sfails; They must’apply»at
'vépecific times foritheséjépaCés which afe theﬁ QSSigned oﬁ a lot draw baéis’
:day_té day. 'Unfilled spécés may be faken,’énd usually'afe, by so-called
“déalersf{~_A,deéléf, as noted before,:buyS from the farmers and, écting as .
a_retailer,jéémpéfes with the farmérs in making.sales;" |

Dealérs are 1iked by farmérs becéﬁse they help make a market for the
farmérs' prbducé.- When farmerS'sell_ﬁo déalers, a cuStbmafy‘ﬁarkfup is
expecﬁed by thé dealef andbthis helps the farmers to estéblish»product

prices in the market.



;Aside‘from the dealers truchers.bring-supplies,ofhother productsltronbi
fthe commerc1al grow1ng areas, such as the Rio Grande Valley, the Wlnter

- Garden near: Uvalde, Texas and the Texas ngh Plalns. Usually there are-
._other products that supplement the klnds offered by the farmers.f Thus the': .

_overall variety is enhanced, increasing consumer attraction to-thevmarket.

THE RESEARCH OBJECTIVES AND PROCEDURE
fhrs study is . part of a ser1es conducted 1n severai states to evaluatehft
'producer and consumetr beneflts from the direct marketlng system;: Research
v'obJectlves are consequentlyvformed around that ba31c purpose.‘ |
"Fourfobjectives were established for the‘study:gh
| 71; Compare the productlon and marketlng costs for farmers
‘_kselllng direct. to consumers-versus those selllng to what
'~are‘known'as‘commerrcal’narkets.‘
2. Determine price henefits, if any, received by farmersli
usingvdirect marketingvas comparedvto‘those'selling'
through other commerical marketing}channelstbl’ |
-3.Q-EValuatevconsumer'satisfaction and monetary‘benefits:”E;’;'
 from direct purchasing'of'fruits,and_pegetahles?versusv o
purchases from retail food‘stores;“ - B |
4;"AssesshtheEfuture potential for fruit.and Vegetah;e;
‘direct marketingfin Northeast Texas. |
Since consumersvhaVe beenvfaced with escalating costs»bf_foodlstemming
'Efrom a number of.reasons,,there isbnationalland"loca17interest in'evaluaf_.‘

“ting different productionemarketing_system-alternatives,

The Research Procedure
Several”field.tripsvwere made torthe Dallas_FarmerspMarketvtor_severalf"

purposes._'Oneiwas to observe the kinds of'fruits,and'vegetables generally
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v'being’soldsand;theisiae-ofTunitsfoffered Others were tO'interview'farmers
as tobthe locatlon of their farm, how many years they had come to the | |
| ,Dallas market and‘how many weeks or months they sold at the market. 1n.a

:-typical year;yj' | | |

. -

A selected sample of thlrty farmers was developed from these _surveys. -

:“AThis list was supplemented by contacts with other growers found through |

Exten31on’Serv1ce County AgentS‘ln the East Texas productlon areas.' Thep
‘purpos1vebsample provided adequate representation ofbthe array of frults
":and vegetables normally sold at the market.b |
| Information regardlng production‘and marketlng costs were secured fromd"
| :personal face-to—face interviews w1th farmers.v These were supplemented by
telephonevsurveys and consultatlons w1th Exten31on Service and Experiment
FStation economlsts‘and horticulturalists serv1ng the area.», c

Empha31s was placed on,securlng data on phy51cal 1nputs‘used 1n frult
- and vegetable productlonrl Marketing costs were calculated from a comblna-'b
t10n of'phy31cal,1nput and-dollar cost 1nformation. <On,the ba31s.of‘these,:
- costsvwere synthe31zed for the respectlve vegetable and fruit crops. Only
, 1n the case of frult d1d farmers produce only one crop.:,Furthermore,“ |
,frultﬂandbvegetabletproduction.is usually part.of»a larger.enterpriseTthat '
included graZingfland'for beef cattle production.. Consequently;’cost allo;d
catlons‘were‘essential to the development of meanlngful results. -It‘was |
: also necessaryvtovobtaln a sample of consumers: that shopped at the market.‘
ba(Contacts‘establishing the consumer sample occurred on Friday,and‘Saturday
7bf,a.$umﬁé?_wsekedd?in:1979) Approx1mate1y 150 shoppers were 1nterv1ewed
.;Of thatinumber 'slightly more than lOO were 1ncluded in the final survey
Wthh was made by telephone durlng the summer of 1980 The one year delay of

bthe 1nterv1ewing allowed a determlnatlon of the market s attrition rate

'among shopperstIth.at-least one‘year s exposure~to thehFarmers Market.v o
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10
Questiénnaires:for‘the farmer and the‘cOnsumer surveys Wereupretested'”
'fahd,rerisedhte insure good communication betweeh interﬁieWers and survey
respohdents. The'prbducer‘surVey data were entered into cdmputer‘bddget;;h
: generators'deVeloped for Texas‘crops.. Data from'theseehsﬁﬁersfwere cehﬁd;l:
terized. for analysis 1mp1ementat10n.» =
I order that priece comparlson datakﬁould be suff1c1ent1y broad*basedIVﬁ
separate one—month surveys of fruit and vegetable prlces were‘conducted‘ |
During mld—summer 1979 and 1980, one survey was of - retall prlces atkthe ”s'
Dallas Farmers Market. It was made by an‘lnterv1ewer tralned for that
" task by Dallas USDA-state market neWS'supervisors.",Thus, comparable prd?-:
'eedures were used by the Market News staff-for the‘adjaceht thlesaie:har~
:ket,ﬁrices. Simultaneously, a second retail priceS-Survey Was'ohtained
from four of the major food chains serv1ng the Dallas metropolltan area
From these, direct comparisons were possible between pr1ces at all three

market levels.

‘THE.THREE BASIC MARKETS FOR TEXASIERUITS.ANﬁ’VEdETAﬁLEs

Direct marketing.to consumers, marheting’td ﬁfdcessors'énd ﬁarketihgv‘* '
to _production area packers and shlppers are the three b331cvmarkets forh‘
fruits and Vegetables, D1rect marketlng 1s the oldest of the three.‘vféf]'
’earli American history, farmersjtook quantities;of_fruits aﬁd Vegetables:
“beyond their families' heeds to the nearest toﬁh andrsoldrtheﬁhat'theku
town's market sqhare to the local citizenry. | . |

»Cemmereial marketing arose as farmers hegan‘to sﬁeeializeiihilafgef'
scale,fruit and vegetahle production. Supplies far,eereded iqeaikmarkett.:”
“demand andvtherefore:were shipped to near and distaht.majdr‘erties;h |
SpecialiZed packing houses developed‘to grade and paeh‘the‘predpée;;maketh

sales and arrange shipment to the markets.
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‘Anothervﬁarketiﬁg‘altérnative was to sell the large supplythVpro- -

cessing plantégfor canning or dehydration. Sbé#ial quality‘requifeménté'
fegarding éhape, color and consistency»ére usually necgésary wﬁén prb—
"dudtibﬁ is for procéséoré;"High yields ére essential in order‘toisell
at competitive pricés versus other geographic areas. These.performance
'chéfagtéristics are generally limited to a few areas, so pfoducerSTin
all staées do not have this marketing alterﬁatiﬁe; In.fexgs, dﬁly a feﬁ
’ ffuits'andFVegetables héve processing potential,“The obtions readily

' available to all is to eitﬁef sell direct to Cohsumers'Qrfto go through
':locéltcomhercial packerbénd shippér marketing channéls. A paft»of fhis
study is tb'evalqate-the advantages and disadvantageénof‘the‘lat;er'twq,'
. éystems té Texas farmeré. “Although the differénées between direct maf—'
keting and comﬁerciél markeﬁing_systems arelself—gvident, it is helpful
to review the two sysfems as‘they preséntly éperate'and.notelthe,input‘

differences involved.

",The Diréct Préducér to Consumer Marketing System in Texas

. Tekés.farmers éngaged in difect,mérketipg‘ﬁypicaliy operate a farm
of_less than 100'acres. Size limits of the enterprise are controlléd by
the‘humber of ac?es‘thé family.can ﬁanage,with‘its own labor plus some .
seasonal hired labor at harvest time. The surveybfound that a medium-
si;ed fractor, about 30 horsépower, is the basic power unif, ﬁsﬁally
purchased new; ‘The ebmplemenf of‘tractor implements may bé'néw or used.

Land ié preparéd for planting by.tractor til1age;‘ Cropé, Ed7a con-

siderable3degree,_are hand cultivated and‘sprAyed because Severalvvgge—
‘tables are growﬁ at the same time, each needing special attehfion;‘
Ifriéation ié rare;' Harvesting is by hand, using bushel baskets. The'.
§r0f_is ﬁand graded to the owner's own standards_to eliminatebobviQUS ’
cplié,'but gra&ing isvusually not as strict as that‘obéerved in commerciél

‘packing sheds usiﬁg'USDA gfades. Neither are size limitations. Thérefore,
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'tﬁe quantity of the crop marketed is judged to be 15 or 25 percentviéfger
than occurs in commercial markéting. 

>Somé~East‘Téxas farmers make roadside sales from the farmerfé truck.
’They drive to a nearby highway that offers a good traffic exposure.
Roadside stagds, which were previously prevalent, have almost vanishéd.
.tfigure 3).' -

At-the-farm marketing, hhere used, exists primarily for fruits.

, Pick—your—own operations are-inéreasing but étill are not as noticeable
as one would expect, despite the numbers reported through Extensioﬁ Ser—
‘ &ice surveys, Advertising of pick-your-own marketing is in local papéts,
which makes the information limited in distribution, and harvests are
,usuaily for a short period of time.

Farmers mafkets, the third alternative, are limited in number, 
Survey indications are that less than five operate in local towns and
citiés of East Texas. Of these, most are operated by dealers who buy
vfrom local farmers and resell to consumers (Figure 4). Consequently,
they do not qualify as direct producer to consumer marketing systems.
The exception is the Dallas Farmers Market, which draws farmers‘froﬁ a
radius of over l50 miles, an indication of its size and importance.

The number of Northeast Texas farmers using the various direct marketing
. alternatives_arevnoted in Table 1. Because of the dominance of‘the
Dallas Farmers Market, we now turn to it.

Wﬁén harvested, EastATexas fruit and vegetables are taken'td the
Dallas Farmers Market. Supplies are transported»fr&m the farm td the
'Farmers‘Market in the pfoducer's own plck-up or bobtail trﬁck;' Pick-
ﬁps areAequipped over the truck bed, with permanent camper covers.. |
These cOVers protect the products during the transit to market, QSVWell
as providing sleeping space-fér the farmer, if needed, at night. The

products are carried in bushel baskets. At the Farmers Market the
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Figure 3. Roadside Stand, East Texas.

Figure 4. Farmers Market, Longview, Texas.
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Figure 5. Dallas Farmers Market, Dallas, Texas.
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>farﬁer'hés three outlets for his products: peddlers, dealers and consu-
mers. Like all prodﬁce.markéts;:operatibﬁs bégin eatly. _Aﬁouf 4:30 a.m.
to 6:30 a.m. is the wholesale market to peddlers and dealers. Retail
saleslfo cqhsumers begin about 7:30 a.m. and continues tq»8:00 p.m. in
the evening; |
Sales to peddlers on é wholesale basis'by féfmers.at the Farmefs;
Market‘invoive exchahging bushel baskets. Thus; cbntainer ¢osts are
ﬁinimized._ Bushel'baskét‘saleé are aléb made to»dealeré_who sell!on the
Fafmérs Market in competitiéﬁ'ﬁith fhe farmers. 'Farmefs éay that déaléré
"serve two purpoées.. Dealers provide an additional méxketboutleﬁ if
| fafmers have more suppliés than they:can confenienfly.markét themselves
| ét thebfarmers stalls. Secon&ly, the wholesale priéé’to the dealefé
‘tends to set ﬁhéloverall retail priée level at the market.
Designioffthe Dailas market Buildings alldwsACOnsuﬁers to drive

tﬁfough thé cévéred market. Customers park_at”a walkway in'front‘of
thé sales stands.. Wﬁénbinside parking spaces are full, other outside
parking is availéble (Figure 5). Consumers-shép the mafket yéér»rbuﬁd._

. For retailing, farmers display produce té consumersvthroqghout the
day, seveﬁ'days’aiweek, in an‘afray of béskét>sizes, including a foutth.
of avpeék,'half peéﬁ, half»bushel and bushel. Consumer purchases.are
’ usually placedfin paper sacks and the display baékéts are reloaded.  As
nqtgq previously the market has 196 sales stalls.

blvThese'foregoing'direcf ﬁarketing Systems-arebinﬁshafp contrast.to‘
fhe»éoﬁmércial-é&stéms in Texas. | |

 Commercial Production-Marketing System

Texas has three significant commercial fruit and vegetable production-
marketing areas. The Lower Rio Grande Valley, the leading one in pro-
‘duction volume, Ships in the fall, winter and early spring months. The

Winter Garden, the next in time sequence of crops, markets in the early



 ahd late éﬁfiﬁg;'tfhé'ﬂigh Plains supplies are Ratvested im late summef'
and early fall. These areas are noted on ‘the accompanying map, (Figsré 6)‘v

Gommercial fruit and vegetable productlon in Texas is generally a |
iéfgé scale~éﬁtéfpf1§é: The primncipal exceptions are the smallg 15 t@ 30
dere Ri&-éﬁéﬁdé Vailey groves of citrus, which are held under absénﬁéé7
GWﬁésziﬁ; ‘Even Lhese are managed and harvested by grove ecare organiaa;'
tionig that. perform'tﬁélr gérvices fof thousands of acres. Vegetable"r
productlon within the three maJor commerc1al areas averages about 1 000
dcres ﬁef famlly ﬁﬁlt and’ rangés much higher than that. In the- Rlo Grande‘
Véiléy; acreage ig déﬁBléacropﬁedAwith both fall, eafly‘winter aﬁd'iaté '
'ﬁintéﬁ=spfiﬁ§ pﬁ@&uéti@n, §6 units are equivalent tﬁ\Z,OOOiaefés péfj ;
féfﬁ& | - |

Land Eiiiagé,;plaﬁtiﬁg and c¢ultivation ianéxas commereial areas are
 W1th 1arge—scale equlpment. Insect1c1des and fung1c1desvare.mostly applled
by airplane Gverfly. Harvesting is by large commerc1al 1abor crews that "
foliow éfops nérthwafd;.-The crop moves directly to packing éheds Whefe'
_ waéhiﬁg; gfading-aﬁd gizing occur on continuously operatiﬁg‘equipmeﬁﬁr’
eUsbA standards ana size tolerances are foiloWea; Ffuits,aﬁHTVégerablés
thay be packed by haﬁd”cf machine, ot a comibination of thésé;siﬁto standar&i
size ¢ommercia1_§onéaiﬁerés vSales are made to food éhaiﬁ buyéfstdr to ‘
whélésalérs in tefminal»feéeiving ﬁarkétsa Some sales Afe_arranged By,:~'
eerminal market brokets. |

Need to control size, quality and time of harvest caused ﬁéftical'

integration to oceur. Grower-shippers predominate some of which operate

- in Mexied as well:

Shipments are mostly via commercial truck lines since railroad use,
 once domihant, has fiearly disappeared. Given the large number of pur-
chased inputs into the commnercial system, one would assume that a direet -

marketing system from producér to consuiier would operate at lower cost
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’Pi"incipal Commercial Vegetable Produétion Areas in Texas
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'énd.béﬁéfié both'parties. For example, the commerc1al.system must‘pur; ig
”dchase new containers for every shipment.,’Special washing,vgrading‘and r"r
_:packing equipment labor and supplles are purchased..:Salesbforce'or o
“,brokerage fees and shlPPing charges are 1ncurred. However,vthese.commer—“i;
cial production—marketing operations, though more 1ntensive‘and expensive':"
than for a- small scale direct marketing farmer, have a compensating factor._
vf,These costs are.spread over a large volume of product, which results 1n
1‘the commercial system being highly cost efficient. | ‘
Both direct and commerC1al marketing, however ihave a place in our
'»-economy Perlodic research provides an opportunity to evaluate the role »
'g:each serves and how each may be improved Attention is now turned to the

' ,general status of direct marketing research when this progect began..va

GENERAL.STATUS'OF DIRECT MARKETING RESEARCH‘

Before init:ating this project, approx1mately twenty-five other.
Zdirect marketing studies were reviewed to determine their findings, the -
'vphases of the production—marketing system covered and the methodology‘_;h
. employed.' Most of. the research represented partial system analyses, or -

"(micro studies, of particular phases of the productlon—marketing systems.:Vaf'
rFew presented a full producer—consumer benefits and cost analys1s.. Such

'i‘a situation. doubtless led the U S. Congress to call for such studies.
i;The present study endeavors to approach a total systems ana1y31s.ﬂ:

”»The Conceptual Mbdel

The theoretical concept of direct marketing assumes the follow1ng

’ basic relationships.-'
1. The price received by farmers in direct sales to consumers is
dmore than the price available from the commercial buyers at the local

varea shipping points.

e Pey > Pemo | o S _(l’){- :
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where
Pem %iprice at the farmers market -
' Pfsp farmer s price at the nearest commercial shlpplng polnt. '

2. The price the-consumervpays is 1ess thanwthe retail price at‘the
. retail store.
JET | : . o : . PN
where
Prs_= retail priee at the food store
3. From the‘above»we’have the following simpiified relationships:
Pfsp < Pgp < Prs - ‘ 3
A view of pricing from the marketing systeﬁ vantage point provides
other relationships.
' 4,’ Price at the retail store is derived as follows:
P, + HGP_+ WD + RS, =P N ()
“fsp c c ¢ rs » .
where

HGPc. = harvesting; grading and packing.cbst for commercial
marketing at the shipping point.

wholesale dealers' cost including transportation from

the shipping point and his markup.
RS; = retail store's merketing mark-up over its buying price.

5. Price at the farmers market is derived from:

Pom + FSo = Pepy . : o Co . (5)
where
.Pwﬁ = wholesale market prlce at nearest maJor city w1th market
. news quotatlon
FSC‘= farmer's selling cost or markup at the farmers market.

This equation assumes that direct marketlng farmers base their
Wholesale’prices on commercial wholesale market prices, Which was true

for East Texas. However, the price at the wholesale merket evolves from



' vthe first three elements of equation (4) and therefore the farmers market
‘.retail price beoomes‘ »
>P b+ HCPc + g + FS, = me s “";’-",;ﬂ;’Llcé)-, o

q atlon (6) differs from the farmers market price that 1s popularly

7‘assumed by economists. The usual assumption is: that the farmers market pr1ce'ff7

v.lis the cost of productlon for the product plus the farmer 8 own harvestlng
5andvgrading;expenses; transportationvcosts to the market, aﬁd<marketing exen_ -
'.peﬁsés at the market, plus a priée.inoéntive‘markup; The prlce 1ncent1ve f

- 1s some dime s:.on sufficient to 1nduce to sell on the farmers market o

rather than to other outlets.' How.much such a farmer s premiuﬁi or fnark— .
.5up should he Wﬁuld require separate research for its determination.:‘ o
i Nonetheless, the reSulting equation is

 FPCpy + FIMC + Fse=pfm e (7)

srfer ' production cost for products to the Dallas»: L
Market ) _ | o

"X

FIMC = farmer's total marketing cost when using the Dallas ,f,_ﬂi
market : : ; Leni, vl

?Fsi'- price (proflt) incentlve necessary to keep the farmer
in direct marketing ;

howeVer; this is not the pr1c1ﬁg model used by EaSt lexas farmers
' engaged in direct sales to consumers at the Dallas Farmers Market. :ly%"
;stead these farmers key their pr1ces to the wholesale market news‘price f;k‘

E’ZYQuotes for Dallas.' The same prevails for pric1ng at local area farmersliii
almarkets 1ﬁanst Taxasa" | e

| From the consumersA side; the cost of products bought at farmers :.{‘”

fmarkets must have added to it the marginal coet of the trip to the facility

iv’,fhover and above the cost of going ‘to the nelghborhood food store.



e
where

»'Tmc.=.marginal cost of driving to farmers market over and
. ‘ above comparable cost to 1oca1 store;'

P = total prlce pa1d by the consumer shopplng at the farmers o
'market. ’

The general assumption'uSually is that the price“at-thenfarmers>marketh-
including marginal driving costs is less than the price at the‘retail store.
P <P
Pem < Prs - M |
- From the foregoing, we have a set of-relationships that can be:tested'

in the present research;r

:Conceptual Vlews of Farmers CoSts‘ahd’Returns
Budgets for Northeast Texas fruit and vegetable productlon have beeh
i~preparedefrom three:coneeptual.vantage_points. Therfirst is the{costs'and
'returns;aSSOCTated7with~direetfmarketing on the,Dailas:Farmerstarket.?h'
The‘second isreosts‘ahd‘returhs estimates determfhed:for Texas cOmmercial
frﬁit‘andvvegetabiebproduction areas. The third is -a synthes1zed estlmate
>~of costs .and returns assumlng that thebNortheast ‘Texas' farmers had com- -
‘mercial shippihg points aVailable to them.‘ Presently,»ohly watermelohsv_;v
.and‘sweetlpotatoes Coﬁtihuall& move»through‘a.COmmereiai'marketing‘system'
| iﬁ:E?St Texas. 'anOccasioh tomatoes hame.‘ ‘ R | |
':Seven crops importaﬁttamong’farmers ehéaged.inidirect marketing Were
.selectedﬂas represeﬁtative‘ohes: vtomatoes; matermelons,:green5pinto beans,

: squash,tokra, southern peas and peaches.

‘j frodhction and"Marketing Cost Data Methods

o The Texas Agrlcultural Exten31on Serv1ce prepares computerlzed budgets
h-forimaJor Texas agrlcultural crops. The foremat is the budget generator |
system developed at Oklahoma State Univers1ty quulpment’andvother fixed-

costs are;allocated‘on a per acre,ba31s by thevnumber of:individual farming'
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operations within land preparation, planting, cultivationg, irrigating,
chemical application and harvesting stages. Direct costs of fuel, sup-
plies, and repairs are similarly applied.

Through the field survey, informétion was obtained as to the tractor
and machinery complement normally used by the typical East Texas fruit and
vegetable farmer. Thése were depréciated at accepted standard rates tied
to hours of opéeration and an equipment-life base. Current 1980 prices were
‘used for equipment as well as for direct variable costs such as seed, fer-—
tiliZzer and other chemicals used in crop production.

Marketing costs were also based upon late 1980 and early 1981 pricing.
Truck prices and maintéenance plus fuel, oil and tire costs were translated
into per mile costs of operation over a threé to four year truck life and
about 100,000 miles of driving. The average distance traveled to the Déllas
Farmers Market by farmers is about 160 miles round trip. Costs of sales:
stall rental, meals plus a motel room for one day in three were included.
The number of paper sacks used to market that portiom of the ctrop sold retail
was determined, as was the replacement cost of bushel baskets, considering
that the equivalent of one set of about 100 baskets is worn out in the har-
vesting and marketing re-using process each year. The number of days re-
quired to market a crop were calculated based upon the individual crop
yields and typical truck load capacity.

The foregoing estimates somewhat overstate the average marketing costs
because some farmers.often stay with their supplies and sleep in their
trucks rather than going to motels. Instead of eating at restaurants, some
bring food supplies with them. It was consideted advisable, howevetr to

overstate marketing costs rather risk too low a calculadtion.
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Prices the farﬁers received for the fruits and vegetables sold diréct
retail to consumers and:wholesaie to peddlers and dealers were those pre;~
vailing on the Dallas Farmers Market during the four‘weeks in July 1979
and 1980. Prices were obtained by procedures outlined earlier in this
report. With the pricing and costing methods deséribed, we can now move

to the individual crop budget: estimates.
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- ESTI‘MATED;CQSTS AND RETURNS PER ACRE
- FOR DIRECT MARKETING OPERATIONS
UTILIZING'THE‘DALLAS FARMERS MARKET

Based uppn‘iﬁférmation gathered fromb(a) detailed intérviews with,35;
»producers engaged in direct marketing and (b)'numerous'consultations Witﬁ
’agriéulture extension personnél, representative budgets weré'constrUCted for-
the seven most important ffuit and vegetable crops grown in Easthexas”
for direct marketing. Included were six vegetable croﬁs: tbmatoes, Water—
melons, southern peas, pinto beané,_yellow éqﬁash, and okra. The only
- fruit crop included was peaches. While other vegetables are grown in this
fegioﬁ (é.ga Bell peppefs, cantaloupes, cucumbers, greens, ifish ﬁotétoeé,
sweet corn, sweet potatoes, etc.), sufficient reliable budget information
Wés not avéilabié; The same is true for plums, yﬁich are traditionally
associated with peach production, but acreage has declined sharply in
_fééent years. |

| Since budgets were constructed using the budget generator system,

these budgets may be compared directly with commercial budgets based upoﬁ
the same procedures; Budgets reflect that the small acfeages used by Eést
.Tekas fruit and vegetable fafmers cause the machinery andvequipmeﬁtvopera—
tions.cbsts to be higher_per acre than for the typical Texas commerqial
vegetable farms. Usually, harvesting costs are higher because of hand i
harvesting of the»East Texas crops. Direct marketing expensés_may or ﬁay
not exceed cdstSvincurred in commercial sales to country-buyefé. Suqh'
édded expenses must be balanced against the higher pricés obtained from
direct marketing sales to consumers.

Although the Dalias Farmers Market is the focal point of direct farmer-
to—conéumer fruit and végetable sales in East Texas, its viability is partly

supported by wholesale sales. Farmers typically sell a significant portion
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of their croﬁ'at'the Déllas‘Farmers,Markegffo whqlesalers, déa1erS,_and
peddlérs. ’For.the seven crops analyze&, estimafeé_from'fafmeré' repofts 3
 as to}thé.péfcenﬁéges‘sold direct.versus whoieséle at the Dailés Férmefs‘
‘Market'aré-ﬁoted'inlfable 2.

Table 2. -Estiméted‘PéfCentages of Selected Commodities:SoldvDirect
Versus Wholesale at the Dallas Farmers Market, 1980.

Crop . P : ,ﬁirect Sales . o . thlésale
v L ‘ . ) L - - - Percent - - -

Tomatoes . , 60 o : , - 40

w5t¢rmelons- | }"‘ D | 15 S U 85
_‘Yellow Squash L ‘ 30 o0
Pinto Beans - S s0 o
 Southern Peas o . 5  " 45
. Okra , : 1 L Do .  50 '  v BRI v‘ 50

‘Peéchesq L v" e 50 ‘  o - : 50

‘Individuél &egétable.farmers involved in"diféét mafketing ﬁsuaily raiéé
four to sevén‘diffetént cbmmoditigs per groWingISeason. >Pléﬂtihg dates by '
 vegetable aﬁd variety is s;aggéred in order to permitvhafvesting'over a |
five to six m§ntﬁ peribd-—genérally'May through Séptembe?k Budgets must
be iﬁférpret?d in ferﬁs of:net‘returns to land, family labor,and manage-

“ ment., vThé farmer and his'fémily devote long houfs'tq thé-mafketing,phase.

as well as thosé ihcﬁrfed'in:prodﬁcing and héﬁvesting the crops, though some‘
‘hire&flabor'may be used for‘har69sting. | 3 |

o Budgéts are keyed £o1a ééﬁbinEd avéfage_bf 30 agres‘ﬁﬁdef éﬁltiyatidh'
fof all crops éxéept wﬁﬁefmelons and‘peéches, _Thevlét;er are‘based on 100
’_~acres and 20 acres réépeétively..,Eagh'érbp budget ié'summafiZéd in the .

following subsections. More detailed budget.déta:are ﬁrovided in Appéndix A.
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7v‘Tomatoes*‘

Tomatoes yleld an average of about 100 cwt per acre and prov1de estl—’rlfb

ﬁmated gross sales of $3 430 About 60.percent of theltomatoes Were sold~4

retall at a prlce of 41. 5 cents per pound The remalnlng 40° percent were RS

: sisold Wholesale at 28 5 cents per pound (Table 3) ‘ Wholesale sales accounted“ -
.for 33 percent and reta11 sales 67 percent of the value of the total crop}
'~QA Productlon and marketlng costs amounted to $l 652 perbacre. Of that
- total, productlon varlable costs Were 27 percent and flxed costs 4 percent. o
dHarvest costs requlred 46 percent of .the total and narketrng costs, 22 |
bpercent (Table 3) - |

Per acre returns to land. labor and management'from dlrect narketlng
_fof tomatoes‘amounted to approx1mately $l 778 (Table 3) bReturns fronnten
‘facres, about the maximum a single famlly can manage and harvest Wlth some
'bhlred labor prov1de a net return of about $l7 780 annually Returns from

‘a representatlve mix of crops will be con91dered at a 1ater p01nt

"7*Tab1e 3 Estimated Costs and Returns per Acre for Tomatoes, o
' Dlrect Marketlng, East Texas, 1980 - v

'fv‘SALES 1*“ R S R T I
e D1rect | ’1,;“1;',h:yv o 2,290;30 ui;:¥*fv_:>{ f?:::f66r8r

o Wholesale RN l‘ 5 S - 11,140.00;‘ ; B A _}Q_:_% N
- bTOTAL P o - l '3;430.80"f»»'t'fj' r“;;, flOO}Q:ﬁ_.
.‘.COSTS' ' R , P | ST S :.‘-@ v, -
Preharvest o .f, | f,ﬂV .. j'lfj5446.34 = 'n_: ”f_a~:f*x727Q6f,iif:

i‘ Harvest R ”‘v "v“.' ,h'b_“ 766;48 5evl,.rﬁjyi.; ]t;ﬁf46;4ft-‘
Productlon Overhead o f_}if_ 7' 75.391 r"hﬂ7'2':v{ ‘l‘flf4;6_;l

| CMarkettng . . VI s __2__2,_9_ |
},TOTAL 1 .;, .:“t~ ,dr,: . | b;:,k'1’652F52i:f7" :Li{:r:;:_{ﬁiooiOni{

“w'RETURNS TO LAND LABOR SRR




27

"‘Watermeions.v

v'r Estimatea grOSS:returns_frem watermelons.were $1,415 per:acre. Fifteen
percent'ofvthe=crop is retailed, producing~18.6vpercent of the saies revenneg
vThe 85 percent g01ng Wholesale provides 81. 4 percent of the gross returns v
(Table 4), The wholesale price at whlch the melons can be sold at the Dallas'-
Farmers'Market is‘above that.for watermelons soldmat the farmr Whereas
Farmers Market-wholesale'price~nas:9 cents per7pound'(Appendin,Tabie 4), the
‘pcemparahle farm level whelesaie price at the-same‘time Wasvno more thanr6 |
cents per pound.- Price‘differences arehnetvalnays this favsrable.:h ,ﬁh

Productlon and marketlng costs amount to- $807 per ‘acre. About 25'per—

cent goes for productlon operatlons Sllghtly more. than 24 percent is spent
for harvest,‘and over half (51 percent) represents marketlng costs (Table 4.
‘fReturnspare abont $60,000 from 100”acres.

Tahie'é Estlmated Costs: and Returns per Acre for Watermelons,
" Direct: Marketlng, East Texas, 1980 '

Ttem S - Dollars = - R Percent .
SALES | | | . S o
 pireect . 262.60 S 18.6
‘Wholesale . 1,152.00 8.4
TOTAL o 1,414.60  100.0 :
COSTS | | | - 5
 Preharvest = _ ‘v> , 118.74 o 4.7
Harvest - S o199.12 B 24.7
uProductlon Overhead‘ R o C77.91 ‘,%;,'_' . o ,
 Marketing S 411,00 50.9
~ TOTAL - R S - 806.77  100.0

:5RETURNS TO LAND LABOR

‘..AND MANAGEMENT - o 607.83
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o $oufhern'Peasv'

Gross sales from an acre of southernipeas sold as fresh peas brought
t$1 415 75 w1th aroung two thlrds of the sales Volume comlng from direct‘
-‘sales and the other th1rd from wholesale transactlons (Table 5) Farmers;
"brlng small shelllng mach1nes at the Farmers Market and sell the peas 1

”“vfreshly shelled if consumers de31re | ‘p
| Productlon and marketlng costs total $588 per acre ‘Production s

expenses represent 27 percent of the outgo. Almost half (46 percent)

'goes for harvest costs Marketlng takes 27 percent (Table 5)

Returns per acre are estimated to be $828 09 (Table 5) » Therefore;f»

‘ten acres would generate net»returns of_almost $8,300 per year.:

Table:S; Estlmated Costs and Returns per Acre’ for Southern Peas,
Direct Marketlng, East Texas, 1980 :

| .ltem LT Al.y . Dollars vvil‘.v'vs{ fh:,_;Percent
o osatEs . | e .
 Direct . 97.75 " 68.4
© Wholesale 4800 - _31.6
CTOTAL - ;,1,415;75 o *»109;0j ‘;1
- COSTS : : o . \ v . : o
1Preharvest ‘, - 'v- o o _101,32'vs o h‘r"‘ i rl7.2su.‘
. Barvest 27235 46
. Production Overhead ~ 56.66 . 9.6
¢ Marketing 1" . ] 157.33 N 'li :~55v1__£¥L£§'
' TOTAL - 58766  100.0

 RETURNS TO LAND, | 2 S
LABOR AND MANAGEMENT - 828.09
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'Pinto'Beansr v |
| Plnto beans‘sold on the Dallas Farmers Market are fresh green beans;h
:not hulled nor drled. Anspec1al consumer demand segment for these beans
has been bu11tvover the years. Crop recelpts amount to $l,4l7 per acre :
"(Tahle 6). vThe:60 percent‘sold retail_generates almost 80 percent §f,£hé‘
1-'tota1'revenue,vWithlthe‘remainder coming from wholesale transactions. |
Production and marketingdcosts-for green’pinto‘heans-tOtai $368hper
acre Costs are’ d1v1ded among productlon, 38 percent harvestlng 21 per—"
: cent, and‘marketlng 41 percent (Table 6) | | |
Net returns to 1and 1abor (excludlng harvest 1abor) and management B
-are $1 050 per acre (Table 6). Consequently, ten»acres of.pinto beans.“
would yelld about $10 500-, Here as for other budgets, product sale prlces

bare representatlve of 1979 1980 1evels

Table 6. Estlmated Costs and Returns per Acre for P1nto Beans, B
- D1rect Marketlng, East Texas, 1980 -

Ttem. 'f‘ - . Dollars | . | * Percent
SALES AT AR e
Direct . . 1,125.00 . 79.4
 Wholesale e 292,60 fv”» L 20.6'_
vTOTAL ”‘ - . . 1,417.60 - 100.0
COSTS - o . : : .
'Preharvest _ o " lv S 94.84 = ‘. S "p 25.8
o Harvest o 'hh | >i _ - 78.31 h" o ‘,;21.3'
.~ Production Overhead L ’ f; - 44,78 1;_» 12.2
Marketlng V I S d 0 149.81 ';'y :,’;-""“*'_égLZ

ComoTAL 36774 . 1000

RETURNS'TO‘LAND,' o Sl
LABOR AND MANAGEMENT o 1,049.86
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Yellow Squash

Squash is another favorite vegetable of farmers and shqpﬁers at tﬁe
Dallas market. Income from this crop equals $4,376 per acre, with the 30
perceﬁt sold direct bringing in almost 60 percent of that. Wholesale
busineés accounts for the remainder (Table 7). Fresh squash‘ié a sbecialty
commodity, and for that reason the number of acres which can be grown and
marketed in this manner is somewhat limited. Partvof the reason is that
good yields depend on daily harvesting.

Squash prdduction and mafketing,costs totaled $1,270 per acre,»with
80 percent due to harvesting and mérketing expenses (Table 7). Returns over
costs were $3,106 per acre. Assuming that a producer could successfully
manage 5 acres of squash, the estimated returns would be $15,533 apnually.

Table 7. Estimated Costs and Returns per Acre for Yellow Squash,
Direct Marketing, East Texas, 1980

Item ‘ Dollars : Percent

SALES

Direct , 2,014.20 ' 46.0

Wholesale 2,362.50 ‘ _54.0
TOTAL | 4,376.70 100.0
COSTS | }

Preharvest ' 188.67 14.9

Harvest 503.78 v 39.7

Production Overhead 51.13 4.0

Marketing 526.58 _b4l.4
TOTAL 1,270.16 100.0

RETURNS TO LAND,
LABOR AND MANAGEMENT 3,106.54




‘Fresh'Okra.is another offtnewspécialty ﬁegetaoies'in:East'Texas- ;Av'
"farmer can seldom dlrect market more than one acre of thls‘croo because, :
1ike squash the‘full yleld potentlal cannot be reallaed Wlthout contin-; |
.vnous harnestlng; | | | -

Okra‘bringsvgroSS sa1eshofa$4'344-ber,acre’ Over two—thlrds of thlS
amount comes from dlrect’sales on the Farmers Market.! Per acre costs are“
'about $l 206 w1th over. 88 percent accounted for by harvestlng and narketlngi
costs ‘The resulting returns ‘to land, labor and management are $3 137 per :;

~acre (Table 8)

fTable 8 Estlmated Costs and Returns per Acre for Okra, -
Direct Marketlng, East Texas, 1980 o :

’ 'Item“_,";'~ ‘ IR "Dollarsfﬂ,:r:.' “., ' . Percent

'sALES'ft" R | TR 2
D1rect c; ﬁ"tvt' R 2;944.@0'r? L  ;‘  'lif'>:67.8m: 
 Wholesale L . 1,400.00 : 322
TOTAL . 434600 . 100.0
CoSTS B SRR
. Preharvest o . o ‘:'92555 s e"» o - 7.7
Harvest i Coe _i o : 598,28 -  v -.. ' _»_v49.6_
vProductlon Overhead* N a 1'43;98‘v k"f': S E 3.6
o 1‘Market1ng - o 1:'ﬁ3 . 471;65‘t.5"vv:;r - 't_ggL; ,
oToTAL . 1,206.46 . 100.0
RETURNS TO LAND, ~ ~ = B .
'LABOR AND MANAGEMENT =~ o 3,137.54

o e e - e
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Peacheé.

Texas peach orchards require intensiveimaﬁagemenf énd care. TfeéS:
require pruning during Ehe‘dbrmaht period aﬁd‘numefoﬁsbsprays.muét'bé 
applie& béforé'ahd‘dﬁfing the growing season to ward off tfee'énd‘frdfﬁ'
diseases and/or insect infeStatiOns; ‘It is not uncommon for a novice
producer to experience early orchard deterioration leading to ¢omp1eee
orchard abandonment after only one or fwo years of production. Undéf
good management:, prodﬁtﬁfon is successful. Fi&e prodﬁction areas have
developed in Texas, two of which are in the Northeast. |

Peach sales dnfthe Dallas Farmers Market are divided e@UéIly between
&ifecf retail markétiﬁélandfwholesaleszddIersy dealers and other &istﬁib;
utofg; Income Eotdls $5,577 per acre and expenses $878 inclﬁdfng‘allow— |
ance for cost of brchard establishment. Marketing cost equals $616. Left
ié a return of $4,082 per acre to land, labor aﬁd management over and‘aboveﬁ
production and harvesting costs (Table 9). |

Table 9. Estimated Costs and Returns per Acre for Peaches,
Direct Marketing, East Texas, 1980

Ttem ‘ Dollars : : Percent

SALES |
Direct . 3,477.60 624
Wholesale - 2,100.00 : . 37.6
TOTAL u | 5,577.60 ~100.0
COSTS ’
Preharvest _ ' 284.61 ' 19.0
- Harvest ~ 322.47 _ 21.6
Production Overhead 271.06 | 18.1
Marketing 616.50 41,3
TOTAL ' 1,494.64 , . 100.0

RETURNS TO LAND; S
LABOR AND MANAGEMENT 4,082.96




*3’3,
- ANALYSIS FOR e DIVERSIFIED VEGETABLE FARM

| A typlcal dlrect marketlng operatlon 1s helpful to 1llustrate the per
~ acre costs_and returnsvforba representatlve d1ver31f1ed vegetable'farm. |
uThetaverage fAfﬁ'ha3>abbdt 30 acres under cultivation. As an example, let
v»lO acres be .in tomatoes,_8 acres in each of. southern/peas and pinto beans, o
‘3 acres 1n squash;’andul~acre in okra. | | | .

'AveragelPer”acre’cOSts‘and returns“for the farm‘areashomn‘in Table“lob
. Total sales are $75 228 mith nearly”two—th1rds arlslng from dlrect sales.

.Product1on costs are $8 442 harvesting is $12 567 and - market1ng $8 137

fVegetable farmlng obv1ously is not a minor 1nvestment._ A 30 acre farm can. _‘v,_f

.7y1eld.an’annual revenue of’$46‘000 t0’land laborvand management. If the '
‘operatlng famlly provlded a third to their harvest labor requirements, l‘
Uabout $2, 700'would be added for a total return of nearly $49 000 Crop_
’failure though must be taken 1nto consideratlon.‘v. -'

, Impacts of*Allowance from CropﬁFa11ures

Vegetable crop failures do occur in Northeast Texas, mostly because
of drought._.Irrrgatlon 1s>notvprevalent for vegetables,_however,.trlckle__
‘irrigation ismbeinghintroduced., Peach'crop failuresbare:the result of:
‘_unusually low or h1gh temperatures. A |
The six vegetables in our farm example are l1kelv to experlence a com—
"plete_crOp.fallure One_yearsln eight. For peachesg-the.rate is one.ln |
fifteen‘years.' k | e e

‘When complete crop fa1lure occurs, thevfarmer usually has experlenced.
| all of the preharvest product1on costs.z Avo1ded are expenses of harvestlngi
and marketlng a crop Revenues and returns per acre per‘year should be.-
adjusted for fallure‘rates and costs. Thehtotal 1mpact upon our.repree'
'sentatlve 30 acre vegetable farm is to reduce average yearly returns from

a net of $46 OOO to one of $39 000 per year (Table lO) o



Table 10. Costs and Returns from a Representative

Direct Marketing Vegetable Farm, East Texas, 1980

__CROP

‘Adjustment for
crop failure, one
“year in eight

Item Tomatoes . Péas: Beans Squash -  Okra - TOTAL
Acres: 10 8 8 3 1 230
R | - - - DOLLARS - - -
. Gross Receipts 34,308 12,112 11,336 - 13,128 © 4,344 75,228 ¢
Direct Sales  22,908 7,732 9,000 6,042 2,944 48,626
Costs . | |
Preharvest o : ' Lo S
~ Variable 4,460 808 752 564 92 6,676 -
Fixed - 750 448 . 352 153 43 1,746
SUBTOTAL 5,210 1,256 - 1,104 717 135 8,422
Harvest 7,660 2,176 © 624 1,509 598 12,567
Marketing , 3,640 1,256 1,192 1,578 471 8,137
- TOTAL COSTS 16,520 4,688 2,920 3,804 -1,204 29,136
Net Returns 17,788 7,424 8,416 9,324 3,140 46,092

39,277

e
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Peach or watermelon producers seldom engage in vegetable prbduction{\
Therefore, they are a separate enterprise. A typical peach orchard is 20
acreé and watermelons is 100 acres; Costs and returns from these are pre-
sented in Table 11. After adjustment for crop failufé incidence, returns

for peaches are about $75,000 and for watermelons $50,000 per year.

Table 11.. Costs and Returns of Watermelons and Peaches,
Direct Marketing, East Texas, 1980

Crop
ILtem: Watermelons . Peaches
~ Acres: : 100 . 20
_ - - - Dollars - - -
Gross Receipts 141,400 N 111,540
Direct Sales 26,200 69,540
Costs
Preharvest . .
Variable ‘ - 11,800 5,680
Fixed 7,700 5,420
Sub Total 19,500 _ 11,100 -
Harvest 19,900 6,440
Marketing 41,100 12,320
Total Costs o 80,500 29,860
Net Returns 60,900 81,680
Adjustment for 1/ : ‘
Crop Failure Rate~ 50,850 75,494

1 ' R L
1/ Peaches are one year in fifteen; watermelons one in eight.
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RETURNS TO FARMERS FROM DIRECT VERSUS
COMMERCIAL MARKETING SYSTEMS

_'A key‘objective of thisvresearchvwas"to measute the”coﬁpatative‘hfft*ih
vadyantage,'ifrany, to farmers of direct marketihg,versos‘harketihghthfohgh;hvnj
chmetcial packing sheds and dealers.' Two altetnatives were aVailahle'toh~t:
vﬁake this'comparison. The first was to compare resuits Withvhu&gets fofvfj’
~ commercial marketlng of the. same crop in other geographlc areas of the
State where shipping point marketlng is practlced The‘second Was_to
synthesize a commercial marketing budget for Northeast_Tesas;*aResﬁitsjh::’
of both are noted in Table 12. Budgets from which these oompatisohs‘arei
‘drawn appear in the Appendix.

' Data on commercial indireot marketing was not available.foresquaSh}_sr:hl
and okra; “For the other 1isted crops; large reveﬁue advantages’eXisted:
for direct marketing. The return from dlrect marketlng exceeds the Shlp; -
‘oing point wholesale alternative by five tlmes for tomatoes, foor to six
atlmes for peaches, two. times for watermelons and ten times or better'fotlr

peas and beans sold in the dried form.

Tabie’lZ. Net Returns From Different Marketing Systems, Texas; 1980“i

Direct kCommercial : Synthesized Sh1pp1ng

Crop ~ Marketing . Marketing - - . - Point Marketlng
: East Texas 1/ Other Texas Areas 1/ '~ East Texas 1/

- - = Dollars Per Acre - - -

‘Tomatoes S 1,778 . 518 382

‘Squash | 3,106 | 2
Pinto Beans - 1,049 ' _ 932/ - - _"‘2]
Southern Peas ~ 828 ' : 49§/ R o s‘:,‘49§/ﬁk
Okra . 3,137 | 2 oy
Watermelons 607 31 S 7333034v’

Peaches ' 4, 082 : 982 o '.:1.6§3f

: 1/ Does not 1nclude allowance for crop failure
2/ No commercial production of this crop in Texas .
3/ Drled peas or beans
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>Comparisonsbalso shonbthat marketing‘costs at‘the‘nacking;sheds arefe
..equal‘to;vor’iarger‘than;dthehtotal'coste for direet marketing.xbfhievis ‘

: because of the gradlng and packlng and commerclal shipping containers costs.
at commercial packlng houses (Table 13). - |

. Table 13. Total D1rect Marketlng Costs Compared with Sh1pp1ng Point Level.
' Marketlng Costs, Northeast Texas Frults and Vegetables, 1980. '

| | ' SHIPPING POINT
DIRECT MARKETING  WHOLESALE MARKET

Crop | . Marketing Harvest and =~ Harvest and
R ~ Cost Marketing Cost Marketing Cost

- Dollare per cwt - - -

' Tomatoes t' S ';:3.83'v.-5.v 12.12 oy 12 93

Peaches 5.3 815  5.29
_Squaeh 402 785 0=
Okra: 612 13.88  -0-

'Plnto Beans | o _ e ‘ | : | h = o i
e Green o - 5.16 38.44dv" : hfv N -0--
N —Dry 0- - , o 5.00
o Watermelons ' h""l;2.77»>’ G2 0=
' Southern Peas ' » o o , o ‘
== Green 3.37 Cows 0=
—Dry 0= o -- 2.0

-:-Efforte'tobdevelopiwholesale shippers and'packing‘shed>faCiiities in.
Northeast Texas so far have falled except for sweet potatoes and rosee as .
'vnoted prev1ously A vegetable marketing cooperatlve formed around 1960_'?"
,and}independent:dealers who tr1ed to establlsh marketlng facilltles all
»hhave failed Succeesful coordlnatlon of narletles; quallty control and
harveSting byvgrowers was not achlevable. ~In the 1950 s, however East
n‘Tenas Was a majdr'producer and shipper’of‘green‘wrapktomatoes,va.number

of packing sheds operated.
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A comparisonbbetween farmers' direct marketing costs versus the costs
of'shipping point packers and dealers, terminal market wholesalers and -
retailers is beyond the scope of this study. To do so, shipping-point
méfketing c0sfs, transpbrta;ion costs to market cities, as well as whole-
sale and retail mark-ups at those cities would Be required. An indirect,
but somewhat limited, efficiency measure of the two systems is obtained;
by comparing retail prices for direct marketed produce versus that in
retail stores, the subject of the following section. |

RETAIL PRICES FRbM DIRECT AND
COMMERCIAL MARKETING

Part of the assumed model, for direct versus commercial marketing,
is that retail prices consumers'pay farmers are lower than those paid at
retail supermarkets. In order to test this hypothesis, prices were col-
lected for a four-week period during July invl979 and 1980.

Retail prices were collected weekly on the Dallas Farmers Market By
a special field reporter trained by USDA Market News staff personnel.
Simultaneously, several Dallas food chains provided their weekend retail
prices for a specified list of fruits and vegetables. Wholesale'priées
were obtained from the daily Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Market News-reporﬁs
for Dallas by averaging the Monday, Wednesday and Ffiday quotations.
Eleven products were included. In the early stage of the research, it was
not known for which products production budgets would be satisfactoriiyv,
‘developed. Consequently, more products were priced than are included in
tﬁe farm budgets. Nometheless, the prices prevailing in the three markets
provide an insight into pricing practices.

Prices indicated at the Farmers Market were calculated as a simple
average of the quotations on each .container size. These, in ﬁurn, were

weighted by the number of quotations per container size observed on the
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‘market.: The prqdedure:gives more weight to the small size containers, which
wére'mbre-prevalent among the displays beéaUSe,these sizes wefe more com-
monly sold to qonsumers.'gThough Farmeré Markét and the refail.chaiﬁ stbfes
brices deviaﬁe from oné énother, the simple average across ;ommodities,én-
the Farmers Market ﬁas 55 cents while that at the retail store was 54 pents'
(Table 14).viThis is contrary to the apriori expectation that_pfi¢es would
‘generally béllower at the Farmers‘Market. _However;,it is‘not‘necessarily‘
contfary to the price médel equation number 5,‘which kéys the Fafmers Market .
‘priceSth wholesale pficéé prevailing for outéide suppligs of’commercial
.produﬁe shipped into the Dallas Market, and farmérs iﬁterviewed definitely
reported setting prices'thaf way. The association between ﬁricés at the.
three markets was tested by means of correlation of.prices acroés the com-
modities listed in Table 14. The closé relationéhips’are e?idént fromv;he

statistical results, using the regression and correlation formula:

)
Vay =2 = 1KY
sty VEszyz_
Price Pairings _ Correlation Equations
' ‘ Coefficient : '
Farmers market retail ' ,
price versus chain store 98.4 Y = =12.48 + 1.24x
retail price ‘ : _ (17.03)
 Farmers market retail - . -
price versus wholesale 93.0 Y =-8.08 + 2.17x
market price » : ‘ (7.98)
Retail chain store
price versus wholesale . 91.8 Y = 5,28 + 1.69x

market price ' . (6.90)
Less correlation between retail and wholesale prices is to be expected
bbecause‘of the normally greater. percentage price changes at the wholesale

versus retail levels. .
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Table 14 .Prices of Selected Fruits and Vegetables, Indlcated Markets, :
e ‘ Dallas, Texas, July 1979 .and 1980 : :

Item and Year  Wholesale 1/ . Farmers } ,  Retail

Market 2/ : Store é/}
: -~ - — cents ﬁer pound —. = =
Bell Peppers - : ' ' o | B
979 35 I & T L B
1980 = 35 , 73 16
Cantaloupes . 7 ' ‘ S R L T' 
1979 . 19 22 S 26
1980 o 2 38
Chili Peppers ; S REEE TR
1979 52 125 99
1980 69 , 123 . 114
Cucumbers , B . ' ' RN o
1979 o 48 51
1980 2 S50 56
Okra e 3 ' _ | Lo
1979 25 | 78 73
1980 45 82 83
Peaches ’ - : _ L o
1979~ o33 65 58
1980 30 S 7759
Peas - , ' - ce i
1979 | 35 | 68 52
1980 o 38 67 L : 69
1979 ! 26 .34 S 36
1980 . 46 51 . 56
Squash - 7 R : - o
1979 oo 23 56 o - 59
1980 T I 52 o 58
Sweet Corn i - : » : :
1979 . 13 13 22
1980 R 12 , 6 25

Watermelon - .. - - . -
1979 T - 12 - L 11
1980 - . 10 150 19

Average T 30 . - "»55' . ‘54

1/ Farm Market News reports, Dallas Market.

2/ Average is weighted by number of each contalner size dlsplayed which
, farmers reported reflected sales frequency by size. -

.3/ Weekend price at sample of retail food chaln stores, Dallas



indrviduai.prodeet prices deviate at the retaiigstore andvFarmere
’Market fqr‘twb reasons;ZFSizes,and grades. of prodﬁct‘aﬁaiiahle from the‘
two'marheting,éystems eftenkareanotvcomparable; ‘In some eases;‘the‘Farmersg
‘Market offerS‘a'fresher,emore mature—flavered'prodhctbthan.thatvshippee
' coﬁmercialiy:throgghﬂwholeeaiersvto‘retail’storea; Contrarily, the .
‘hrodects' eye'appeal andVSize uniformity’are‘frequently better»in retail?
»»éiores._» , . o A v
: AlsQ, it is erroneous to concludevthat-ali Texasvdirect harketing'
' priees are generallyheOmparahle'te those at retail Storee; 'Off-the-truckg
| roadside sales may offer farmers somewhat less ophortunlty to relate to
,wholesale and reta11 market pr1c1ng. Even so, Tean'farmers 1nterv1ewed
r‘related their pr1c1né to price 1evels avallable from market newa sources.
Furthermore,:average prices.presented 1n Table 14 are welghted toward
pricea of.typibally purchased small quantities. Some shqppers buy in
"largerJVolume ane ebtain the better prices. 'Thia ie eapeeially'trﬁe ﬁhen
vshohpers buy for‘eoqperative groups. | | » | |
| Average exéenditeres per custoﬁer trip were $17. Thefestimatedbsamp—:
lingverrqr‘of theﬁaverage is less than one dollar.‘ ?rieea, on>the average,
of ohe duart tovhalf,pech huaﬁtities permitted the purehase of about 20
pounds'per trip,'usually divided among several‘items (fable 15). |
v Indlcated thereby is a practlce:of comparatlvely small purchases per.

~ item. But this 1ntroduces the flndlngs of the consumer survey..



Table 15. Average Prices of Fruits and Vegetables by‘Sizevofqurcﬂése,:Dallas*Férmers’ Market, 1980

’ ’ - : LI : B {
Wholesale  Retail Dallas Farmers' Market Retail Price

v | B : : : —7
Product Market Store Pint ‘Quart - % Peck % Peck Peck Average*{
Approximate Pounds: 0.6 1.1 2.2 4.3 8.75

- - - cents per pound - - -

Bell Peppers 376 - 80 77 59 A 65

Chili Peppers 69 114 — 115 133 80 692 99
Okra 45 83 90 91 78 61 59 - 76
Peaches 30 59 —— 89 68 61 49 67
Pinto Beans, GreenZ’ 355/ 3 - 10 @ n 69 593/ 80
Southern Peas 8 69 - 100 71 - 67 61 75
Squash | 28 58 62 64 58 43 37 53

Item Average 40 76 —— 91 79 63 54 72

Index o o 100 87 69 59 -

v

1/ Simple average of pricesvby container size
2/ 1979 prices
3/ Estimated

(44
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THE CONSUMER SURVEY
'Consumers':vieﬁs regarding buying direct from farmers at the Dallas
Farmers;Market were obtained from a sémplé of shoppefé intercep;ed whilé‘f
shopping during a.July weekend in 1979. A samplekof lSO’shoppéfs'was
obtained‘for'a telephone‘survey. Intefviews were completed with 104’
shdﬁpers; The general findings follow.

Shopper Profile

Néarly four out of five of the customers either had‘some'college
or a coliegé'degree (Table 16). -This observation cdncurs with the finﬁ-
ings of previous Market Center studies that show éducated shoppers to be '
more alert in‘éfforts to -save money. For exaﬁple, théir readership of
newspaper food ad specials exceeds that ampﬁg lower income individuéls.
In tbe Déllas Farmers Market, direct marketing seéms»to benefit more
middle and upﬁer income householdsvthan low income consumers. Forty—six
pércept of the‘sﬁoppers reported household incomes of $30,000 or more.
Most were middle—aged and bought for households of four-or ﬁore persons.

Contrarily, the hypothesis that'lqhg—time Dallas residents uéed tHe y
' markét more than.recent ones Wés not supported by the Study findings.
Good newspaper pﬁblicity frequently given to the Dallas Farmers Market
apparently. generated shopping interest among newér as well as oldef city _'

residents.

: Pﬁfchases for Multiple Households, and Joint Shopping Trips

z'vThe Dallas Farmers Market isvlqcated within the inner city business
‘distriét, so it must be reached through downtown‘tfaffic.‘_HoWevef, it iS‘:
;lgcated on one gf fhe major freeways serving the downtown buéiﬁess distriét:
Given these circumstances, there Qas some likelihood that éustomerszere:
shopping.for friends orvneighboring households as’well;"Furthermofe;"

shopping might be part of a larger single outing shop@ing itinerary.
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' Table'16 ‘Profile of: Persons Patronlzlng Dallas Farmers Market
’ Summer, 1980.1 - . .

" Profile . - B Percemragelbf_,' 1':u'~“Sambliné'

Item -~~~ . Shoppers -~ . Errorl/ - .

: R ST o L oL _:“V_Percemt“ o
Age A " Percemt - Points +

20-29 11
30-39 S k2
50-59 . .. 9

60+. - A ]

KU RN N
oW RO

Education ‘ ‘ o ‘ » : v
Grade' School T
Junior High . = R A
_ High School o , ‘ : 17
. College L o o 18
S S v 100

OVONNN
N W

Household income, year

~ Under 10,000 R L 9
10,000 - 19,999 - 16
20,000 - 29,999 29
- 30,000 - 39,999 . AN
40,000+ . . B 25
: : A o 100 T

~N o~ uves
L . . c
QoW o o

"Rac1al group o .
White - SURIR R , 83 - 6
~Black - . S 12 o . 5,
S Mex1can—American . o 3 e n2
) Other . A A o B ___?: ‘ 2
' o ' 100
, Householdeize » ‘ ’ :
One . = TR T 3 2.8
Two 32 s
" Three -~ - . . .. . . 15 . 58
‘Four ... 34 T B
CFive , U Yt e
Six or more R o 2 2.3
Length of Dallas residence :
'Less than a year DR 2 2
1.9 25 7
10-19 IR I 200 6
20-29 S 7 6.
30-39 o | R 23 - .6
40+ v ‘ : o ’ - 13 5
S T 100
Ever lived on a farm =~ _ o
Yes o S 39 0 7.
. . R o 100
“N—104 o ' L
-1/ at 90 percent probablllty level for two ta11 dlstrlbution l'v
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,‘Rigiﬁg gasoline costs during 1979 and 1980‘wou1d contributevto interest
in'such:economic considerations.‘ Also, Texas AgriculturallEXtension
Serv1ce educatlon programs had emph331zed the poss1b111tybof savings‘

"

from group buy1ng or "consumer clu shopplng at farmers markets.

The consumer survey revealed that 39 percent buy for others as ‘well
'.as for themselves (Table 17), and 91 percent sa1d the tr1p ‘was a spec1a11y
planned one. Thus ﬁdrop—rn ‘shopplng or shopprng‘as a part of a largerv:

: itinerary.accOuntedffor 9 percent ofbthe-Farners Market busineSS volume.
That is opposite“to expectations slnce one would surmise that thebMarket |
would be used mostly by‘persons work1ng 1n“the downtown bu51ness dlstr1ct.
The survey 1nd1cated that only 23 percent of the shoppers worked in the
vinner city'(Table 17). I | |

Distance Driven to Farmers Market

Inasmuch‘as most shoppers buying-at‘the Dallas.Farmers;Marketvdrive“’
there as a special trip, the distance;driven is an'lndicator‘ofvthe shop~-
ping_cost. .AhoutthO—thirdsfof‘the Shoppers drove»lO miles‘or_more to the’
Market; and the average‘distance‘for»allFShoppersvwas 13.4 miles‘(Table 18)..
Among the few going directly‘from work;'the»aVerage,was;between sik and:b |
Nseven miles, which means that most were notsworking'in_the central husiness
district. |

df:tHigher‘automobile'fuelAcostS'caused nearly a fourthvof the shoppers
to‘reduce,their Market~shopping frequency, but.the otherlthree—fourths_
'were_maintaining thelr shopping sChedules as before; ‘Shopping trdps'Were
made more useful by 1nclud1ng buying for others dur1ng the market v131ts

‘ accordlng to 88 percent of the shoppers surveyed

)
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Table 17. Incidence of Shopping for Others or Multl—purpose Trlps When
‘ Visiting the Farmers Market, Summer, 1980 ’ »

Response Item R , Percent ~~  Sampling
: ' Error
_Pércent:"'
_ 7 o - Points +
- Buy for own use only : -6l ' S7.9
Buy for others and self : : : 39 B 7.9
o ‘ “100 '

Do you work in or near downtown Dallas?

Yes | | | » 23 6.8
No o o » 71 6.8
, | el 100

Do you make a special trip to the market?

oo

Yes ’ . ' | 91 kL
No — L _9 4
’ 100
Is it a regular shopplng trip or special .
outing? _ 7 :
Regular trip = Co 51 8.1
Special outing - o - 49 ~ 8.1
- - ' 100
Trip only to market or other errands -
included? 7
Only to market , - 68 7.5
Include other errands ‘ 32 7.5
S ' 100 ‘

= 104

_l/ At 90 percent probébility level for two tail distribution.’
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. Table 18. Customer Transportatlon Distance to Patronlze Farmers at Dallas
:  Farmers Market and Effect of Increased Fuel Costs :

Item . Miles Ereqﬁeﬁcy B Average Stan&erd
_ S SN L : - Error .

| | o x £ fx Miles Miles
_Number of m11es from home . b S a . e
to the market

: 0;4 2 i1 22
5-9 . T 26 182
- 10-14 T 18 216
15-19 o 17 14 238
20-24 22 12 264
25+ 2 ... 3 10 300 . R
Lo s 91 1022 .~ 13.4 7 0.88

Number of miles from Work R P ':. e
to market: o ’ NN R
(where appllcable)

. 0- Lo 2 5 ‘0
59 T 2
10-25 .18 2 16
L e T TG e e g
W 6.6 2.2

. : N . o v , ' o .'Sampling
Effect of incéreased fuel prices: -+ Percent - } _Error
’jGo éame freqﬁeﬁcyfv _ R - 76 CoT +
Go less often . . o 24 ” ; -+
'Buy‘ﬁore for others:
Yes S e S 88
' ‘ : : 100 o




3Frequency of ShoppingAat Farmers Market and Shopplng Purpose

Shopping frequency was about equally d1v1ded among the optlons of

'once a month two to three tlmes a. month and three to four times per »@5f'““

'i‘month (Table 19) _ The average Was 2 6 trips per month. About half were

'_ubuying for present or immediate use only. Another fourth were buylng for

present use plus free21ng Few, about 10 percent,.were buying for freez1ng‘fn

;or canning alone (Table 19) Emphas1s upon: current use is assoc1ated w1th.'“

'the small quantity purchases

'Tabie;19.‘ Frequency of Trips to Dallas Farmers Market, Summer 1980 -

TItem | :p. T  Percent BN ':SQmpliﬁg%/-'

of Shoppers - = - . Error

Shopping'trips per month ' o Percent o 'n"‘:~‘ Percent
ST R - : v : - ' Points +

32
36
929

|
W 00N

'JH'
\1 \I\J Sl

Standard Error 0.17 = ‘ ‘

:.Purpose;ofetripivv

For present needs only = 47
For freezing only 9
- For canning only - S B ST
~For present and free21ng e .23
~ For present and canning - » 6
For ‘all uses = R

MW OV P00 LT
TN OYOY

2 ~»~_; 2. 3' o
5:155'
3
.3

1/

2 At 90 percent sampling error for two tail distribution. . =
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Satlsfactlon w1th Product-Quality and Prices

Approx1mately three-fourths of the consumers buylng from farmers at the-
: Dallas market expressed the view that both quality and prices of the products
~ were better than those found in 1oca1 retall stores (Table 20) ‘Most of the

remainder con81der both prices and quallty about equal ‘The degree of agree—.;<

'ment about the price—quallty relatlonshlp is even more 31gn1ficant con81der1ng’”'”

-~ that the questlons were'asked separately with 1nterven1ng>buffer questlons. ‘f
ln addition to farmers;“"dealers" also sell on thejDallas Farmers Market.

: Dealers buy from farmers, or‘truck in other commerc1al supplies to the market,
t'the latter usually are from out31de areas and complement those brought 1n by )
~ farmers. . Dealers, by buylng from the farmers, assist in marketlng the far-
mers' supplies. Farmers hold what they believe can be sold durlng thelr
'jstay, ‘and they sell the balance to peddlers and to dealers at the market.-
'Consequently, shoppers comments about quality and prices are 1nfluenced
somewhat by marketlng practices of the dealers.‘

: Shoppers were asked if they purchased from farmerslorbdealers. About a
Jfourth were unaware of the difference. of those who knew, buying from farmers
hled dealers by about two to one (Table 21) : Northeast Texas»farmers appearlng_
on the Dallas Farmers Market usually make,it a standard part,of their marketing‘
program as they usually are there each year. Consequently, it is not Surpri-
v’31ng that 23 percent of the shoppers 1nterv1ewed bought from a favorite farmer.
.lAlso, most dealers there make a career out of selling at the Market. Twelve

' ,percent of~thehshoppers patronlzed,a favorlte'dealer>(Table_21)..

Amount‘of Purchasesvper Tripl |
Expenditures per purchaSe for individuals shopping,for themselves,:accordépl

'ingvto.shoppers estlmates, ranged from less than $4 to as hlgh as $55 and

averaged $17 per shopplng tr1p Co—op groupppurchases.ranged between $70vand

$l30 (Table 20).
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Table 20. Farmers Market Shoppers' Expénditures-and Opinions of Prices
and Quality of Fruits and Vegetables, Dallas, Summer 1980

Item : ' , Percent of ‘ Sampiing
Shoppers Error 1/
~ Percent

Points +

~ Opinions of prices versus
those at retail stores

Lower ’ ‘ - 75 7.0
Same o - 18 6.2
Higher L 7 4.1
. v o 56
R Opinions of quality versus
that at retail stores
Better R 78 6.7
Same ' 18 6.2
Lower: 4 3.2
' ' 100
Average amount spent per trip
© '+ Individuals ,
s 0-4 1 1.6
5-9 ] 21 6.6
- 10-14 ’ o ' 23 6.8
15-19 o 12 5.3
20-24 - ’ 21 6.6
25-55 S 15 - 5.8
S ~ ' ' 93
Average'expénditures = $17
Standard error $0.98
Co-op groups: $70-130 7 4.1
: ' ' 100 :

1/ At 90 percent probability for two tail distribution.
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Table 21. Kind of Seller from Whom Purchases Were Made,
_Dallas Farmers Ma:ket, 1980

Item =~ Percent Samplingl/v
‘ ' Error
Person bought from: ‘ . | o P “Percent
» - Points +
Farmer C '. . : 43 8.0
Dealer N o o 1 hel ‘ 1.6
Both B . .28 1.3
Not aware of difference - ' o - 28 1.3
| 100
: Havé a favorite farmer to buy from 23 “‘ : 6.8 .
Have a favorite dealer to buy from 12 5.3

1/

At 90vpercent probability for two tail distribution;

MARKETING MARK-UPS FOR DIRECT -
* FARMER TO CONSUMER SALES

i Another direct marketing-perspeCtive‘concerns retail marketing mark-up
_ percentageslover wholesale priées. Mark-ups were calculétéd from fhe dafa
in Table‘l4 aﬁdvare>noted in Table 22. The'variatiohs in Farmers Market
| retail pfice mark-ups, where they a;e lower, usually reflect a less
appealing quality product éémpared to éther shippéd-in commercial suéplieé.
A reverée situafion préﬁailed fpf peaches and'chili peppers.  On the
average,'the retail‘storé mark-up was slightlylmore‘thén:that uséd by
farmers (Table 22);-

Again, the more felevéﬁt compariSons‘apply‘when‘markAups'by size of

purchase are‘COnsidered._ Retail price mark-ups fall from a level of 131%
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 ,'TaBlé 22. _MarkupwgygtAWholesalevPricésfof,SéiectedfFfuit$ fA

‘and Vegetables, Dallas, Texas, Average ot 1979 and 1980

~ Product ‘Déllas'Farmest" Retail
' - ~~Market I

o R :f, jj¥?¢“~ Pércént:¥»—‘¥f  
 ;Bell'Péppers . . iv109‘ : :bl  - ' 107;;f
J:. Céptaléupés : o 8 ‘ ‘ , i53'
Chili Peppers  ’ ':: , :105 AR : 763'Hf"
*_ ¢ﬁ¢umbérs | ',"' ' o oam ”;: ,155:
"bkra - e 123 >
‘Péache$”:H ' o f' ‘v' 125 - f37" ?,‘ ,’86;: :'
:i'PeaS' : ,:v5‘ g ., - ‘85 | ‘ >:$. ;66>f
KvPiﬁmé l’ J-.': ;. _   _ ‘18.  ;  ;3;     28'; 
Squ:ésﬁ’]_ SE ST 129 ‘.
'Swéétfgorg‘,  | ”v‘._f17iji6 ‘E‘ | ,V“L  83 K

. Watermelon 50 61

"AVERAGE N | ,”".-'1‘,' 8L - .89
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of wholesale'prices.for'the'small.purchases (quart equivalent) to only 597%

above wholesale prlces for the. half—peck size of purchase (Table 23). 1Thé L

.retall store mark—ups for the above 1tems (listed in Table 22) averaged o
"98%. Therefore, consuner purchases of one half to one'peck quant1ties
from farmers at the Farmers Market were made at’ appreciable sav1ngs over .
l.what would have been pald at the food chain store. h For very small quantity
purchases (quart basket equlvalents),.the reverse was'true."

Table 23..'PricevMarkup Over.WholesalevPrices of Average Prices of.Fruits .
- -and Vegetables by Size of Purchase, Dallas Farmers Market, 1980

I _ ,Retail o - Dallas.Farmers Market . .
Product . - - Store . - Quart 1/4_Peck o 1/2 Peck Peck

- - - Percent - - -

" Squash o © 129 129 107 54 32

 Okea 123 102 73 36 31
Peaches 8 197 127 103 63
Bell Peppers . 107 129 120 69 26
Chili.Peppers ' 76 o 67 o » 93 . :bb 16 -0~
Peas 66 163 8 76 6L
AVERAGE 98 131 101 59 43

:Gainsvto consumers from huvihg direct from,farmers'are more‘clearlv-5“
evidentlfrom a'further iﬁspeetion of”oosts and gains; vhistanee driven'to
'a supermarket generallyvrauges froﬁ 1 tov3'ﬁiles, or an averagefoffaboUt 2
miles} ,The‘uargina1:COSt>of drivingkthe”average'of ll miles to the Dallas:

 Farmers Market is caleulated 24 the,following;

O T T T s o |
".SCFM = Marginal or added - cost of a trip to the Farmers Market .
lTCfM‘=FTotallcost‘of a trip to the Farmers Market
TC. . = Totaljcost‘of a trip to the,1oca1,food,éupermarket

RS
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Based upon- a -gasoline éost of $1.25 per gallon, and 15 miles per = -
‘gallon of gaé for city driving, the resulting values are:v

SCpy = $2.23 - $0.33 = $1.90

According t§ calculations appearing in Tablé-zﬁ;'a puréhasé of a half

: peck'of'thrée produéts 6: one peck of one product ﬁas necessary tb'over4:.
‘cﬁme-the trip éést caiculated on fuel expense alope. Prices caléuléted
-are an average over repfesentative products on thermérkét. Eigure‘7,.
V'illustratés ﬁhe'quantity of purchases point where éonsumer'squiuses/'
:begin;'oh the average, from Shbppiné at the Farmer$ Mafket."Alﬁhouéhvthe
'break—evéh inteféept:is'at 8 pounds, frdm'a praéticalbview it_éccﬁrs,ét
.8;6fpounds, thé one peck wéight of a typical pfoduqt. VThe purchases 6f
se?efél Héif pecks also result in pfice savingébthat exceéd-driving costs
be'gging to the market. Psychic income:frém differences in actual or"
:ﬁerceived quality also must be considered, but that ﬁeasureﬁent is not

attempted.

Table 24.:>06nsumer Savings from Buying Direct from Farmers at Dallas
L Farmers Market ' ' '

Quantity ‘ Average Pounds Retail Store Direct Purchase Consumér
Purchased = Per Container . .- Farmers Market - Saving -
¢/1b Y cost  ¢/1b 2 cost

 Quart 13 .76 .99 .91 118 - -.19
1/4 Peck 2.5 .76 190 - .79 1.98 ~  -.08
1/2 Peck = 4.7 .76 3.57 .63 2.96 .61
Peck ‘ - 8.6 .76 6.54 .54 4.64° . 1.90
1/2 Bushel 17.2 .76 13.07 .46 7.91. - 5.16
1/

= . Estimated using repfésentativéllist of fruit and vegetable products
' as noted in Table 15. S
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Shoppefs invébout a third of the trips were shopping for other hoﬁée—
»holdsvas well. Assuming only one additional household, that reduces the
cost of the avefage trip per household to around.$l.42. At that cost,
Breakeven between cost aﬁd price savings appearé nearly possible With the
purchase of ohly a half-a-peck -quantity per household représented in the
average trip. The equilibrium is about a six pound purchase and the half'

peck averages 4.7 pounds for the products considered in the analysis.
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~SUMMARY AND éONCLﬁsiONs .
© Results of éosts,ana feturnsvbudgets indicaté that Northeast Texas
fruit and vegetable:farmers db profit more from diréct marketing than ‘
they would from whoiesale marketsvif they were évéilaﬁle,iﬁ Eaét Téxaé.
Nbrtheast‘Texas fafmers’a?evwithbﬁt the épﬁion of ~shipping point wholesaie
'markets,eXcept fqr’wafermeioﬁé and driedvpeas or‘béané. Direct compafisoﬁs
of'markets; therefore, had.to'bé made with those in other:areéé'bf the
state. On the'baéis of that”comparison;:reéulté-favdred difect'farmef—to;-
'vconSumer markéting1for all products for_whicﬁ budgets-Were calculated:
tomatoes, sduash, bkré, gteen Southerhvpeés, green pinto beaﬁs;.péaches;[
aﬁd watermelon. | | |
The typical Eést Texas farm enterprise size fbr direct marketing
'férmérs is_aboﬁt 100 acfés.» Of.that, appfoximatelyléovacreg are devoted
to ffuif and/or §egetab1é prdduction; Fruit and vegetable grqwefé fre;'
._quéﬁfly héve several beef cattle that graze on the remaininnga;m aéfeége
WhiCh.iS inlpasture 1and,;'That'portion is upgfaded Wiﬁh coasfal Befmuda
grass'for'highér broduétivity. Somevfarmérs also have pért—fime, off—férm
employment, ér otﬁer family members do. Medium size tragtors;«about 30
horsepower, are the basic power unit pidsvé complement of traétdr imple~ -
ments;' Family iabor'is suppleménted partly during'the harvest seasons..
Produce is graded on -the farm accofding to the farmef's standards.
'The_pfoduce is transported to.the,Dallastagmeré Market:iﬁ”pipk—up’trﬁcks.
Prodgcts‘arevpacked in open bushel baskets which are feused throﬁghouf
 the>season. .Varied siéé_dispiay‘baskets; ranging in'Size frqm.oﬁé"duapt
 and_one—foﬁrth peck:pp'to.bﬂshel éizes, are_uééd fqr rétail displays‘at-the
market;;vConéu@ers' ﬁuréhaées-are placed invﬁaP?f sacké following théir,_

’purchasé. Therefore, display baskets also are reused during_the yeaf.
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o ?armers nethreturns were two'to three times more for;directimarkéﬁéﬁiz:
5c0mnodities,‘Where‘direct'comparisons conld be madevwithhcéﬁmeréiai:éﬁiﬁ%,i}
, Piﬁg.POiﬁFShiﬁ TeXaS; If the onlytother alternativetis;toﬁsell»to‘cannerﬁf
dr_freezers, the income;advantage of direct marketing,isheven;}etggr'n'

A Net returnsvfrom a typical 30 acre vegetahle enterpriSe Were»estimatéd-

nto be about $46, 000 per year, and $39, 000 when adJusted for crop fallure_;{‘;;'

1nc1dence,k These flgures represent the return to the farm famlly for theerf‘
ownviabor and management and to the»land invoived. ’Landgpricesrin‘lQBOIfi‘
were about $575 per acre excluding.buildings. 7Considering[the11argevﬂ:
’nnmber of hours involved in producing fruits and,vegetables!ano_marhetingnhh74
».themvonbthe Farmers Market, that,return.is_considered'to belxéasonabie,iin°'
Returns from peaches'are'very attractivebat around $4,0Q0 per-acre,rnot';h
allowing for croprailure. ‘For that reason;;peach.productionguaccoréing':.
to county extension agents, is increasing. .
:? Consumer beneflts from dlrect marketlng, accordlng to the survey,r -
V,Were of. two klnds,_ One, and perhaps the foremost, is the percelved hlgh
value of the produce because it is "farm fresh"t tPrlce advantages also'
Vexisted'in the viewfof theLCOnsumers. On avsimpie average‘per pdﬁﬁd’ |
hasis however, for the typlcally small purchases of a fourth to half a_:;h
peck, prlces were equal to or somewhat: lower than those in the.Dallas
areaifood chain stores. Shoppers,huying one'peckvor 1arger qnantities
aChieved considerable.Savings. | . B e
iMost consumers made special trips toithe’Farmers Marketprather!thanp;:p,*x
it heing part of a_multi—stop shopping tour._ The’inpacteof'higher'éasolinei;fi
prices cauSed shoppers to increase buying for.otherhfriendsvor'neighhors, |

or form shopping clubs in which members take turns'goingvto‘the_market.v
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‘Thebaverage travel distance to and from. the market:was about‘26.8
: miles. At gaseline priees of.about‘$1i25vpér galloh:ahdlcar mileage ofpu
16 mlles per gallon, the fuel cost per trip would be $2 23. vThe marginal
Vcost over. a 4 mile round tr1p to the 1ocal food supermarketbwas estlmated
-to be $1 90 Wlth that- expense purchase quantltles for vegetables had to
be in- the range of a half—peck to one peck and usually the 1atter, to
'»obtalnvpr1ces per pound saV1ngs_that would Justlfy the‘expense of‘the.trip.
vTherefore,ea consaﬁerFShrplus arises when.a pecki(eight to teh pounds)'pr.
more- of a:sihgle‘item or twopertmere items‘in the 1/2 peck‘(about fbur.to‘.
rfive pdgnds) size -are purehasedbper average shoppihg trip."Psychicliﬁceme,
‘froh real.orvpereéived'superiorbquality mustnbe‘reeognized, but'is notih'
measured:inbthis<study;ﬁ Farmers Market shoppers‘pbviehsly perceive Ap
’ savlng‘to befinvelved.ih‘view‘of the fact that a'eonsiderable propertioh
‘harevshopped’atpthis market‘for‘ajnumber of years.
On the basisiofvthe research findings, it is suégeste&‘that rehewed"

tattehtiohhbe éiven tofthe‘adVahtages‘that_farmers‘marketsioffer'to hoth o
prodUcers ahd‘cohsumers.b HoWerer, only aelimitedvseghent‘ofvthejpepulatien
arelusing'these harket faeilities. The questioh'arises aslto whether
several area’ markets would be viable in large metropolltan markets rather
,than one market. Farmers ceuld go to the central. market for wholesale
sales ahd then to area markets  for retail marketihg‘to consumers or vice

versa.
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APPENDIX



" DIRECT MARKETING AT DAIIAS FARVERS' MARKET
ESTIMATEE COSTS AND RETURNS PER ACRE_ ,
BUDGET TO LAND LABOR AND MANAGEMENT®

e/

| Tablel IR T OKRA

Quantlty _Uﬁit ) 2$/Unit‘ - 'E'Véi@ét;'»

GROSS RECEIPTS o _ b
"~ Okra sold direct o .  36.8~ / _
Okra sold wholesale - 40.0 . 35,00  1,400.:00
- TOTAL PROJECTED RETURNS L el S $4,344.00
- PREHARVEST COSTS . .
U Seed .
Nitrogen

b. - 4,00 - 24.00
: 1b. 1 0.26 14.04
" Phosphorous 1b. ©0:27 . 14.58
. Potassium v S _ ib.  ° 0.15 - 8.10"
. Fuel & Lube: Tractor ~ acre 2174
E Equipment _ e acre . 1.19
S ,Repai'rs. Tractor R - .. . acre : S 397
'dﬂd Equipment , 5 . acre AP 2.17
C Operatlng capital = - o 18.39 ‘dol. 0,15 - 2,76
SUBTOTAL N - § 9.5
HARVEST CosTS . o R T
“Labor: Hand harvestlng o - 162.00 ~ hour 3,50 - 567.00
PR Machinery . 0.63  hour ©3.50 2,19
- Bushel baskets v o 25.0 each v o 26.25
~Fuel & lube for equlpn'ent : , acre B co1.98
" Repairs for equipment A acre , oo . 0.86
| 'SUBTOTAL IR S - 598.28
L 'IOI'AL VARIABLE ‘PRODUCTION C%TS ‘ o C : $ 690'.83
FIXED PRODUCTION COSTS ' : SRR A -
' " Tractor : o © acre DR . 25.94

[ e )
. .

Ul Uion
coc oo

- Equipment ' ' '. . acre . 18.04

- SUBTOTAL = N - § 43798

- TOTAL PRODUCTION QosTS e ’ o R $ 734.81

MARKETING COSTS ' ’ . ‘ '
Transportation ' - 1,072,
Meals & lodging : -

Stall rental fees
- Display baskets

Sacks - ‘ o . 920. each 0.0 - - .9.20
~supromaL . | - . § @765
TOTAL PRODUCTION & MARKETING COSTS S . 81,206.46
NET PROJECTED RETURNS . L o $3,137.54
'MﬂHMM%ANmmDmRGWFMWE linBW&S R ';'&ﬁmag

mile . 0.30 - 321.60
day 13.00  87.10
iay 7.50  50.25

SO ON
OO NVO
2

, a/ MachJ.nery oomplements and technlcal coefflclents are based on a 30 acre
vegetable' farm.

b/ Allows 8 percent for loss and shr:mkage

Based on a total yleld of 80 cwt with 50% marketed dlrect and 50‘6 :
- marketed wholesale TR R

each  0.70 3.50 .
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. Table 2. PEACHES ,
o ' DIRECT MARKETING AT DALIAS FARMERS' MARKET
ESTIMATED COSTS AND RETURNS PER ACKE,_ ,
BUDGET TO IAND, IABOR AND MANAGEMENTY

Quantity'E/ Unit  $/Unit Value
'GROSS RECEIPTS - V b/ | e
- Peaches Sold Dlrect ‘ » 55.20~ cwt. - .63.00 3,477.60
- Peaches Sold Wholesale - 60.00 - cwt. 35.00 .2,100.00
TOTAL, PROJECTED RETURNS . _ . : . $5,577.60
PREHARVEST COSTS ' S ‘
Peach OMT oil S 1.00 appl 3.60 3.60
Nitrogen » ‘ 48,00  1b. 0.22 10.56
Phosphate o - 48,00 1b. 0.27: _ 12.96
Potash - ’ . 48,00 1b. 0.11 5.28
Peach herbicide 1.66 1b. 3.00 o0 4,98
Pink bud yr. o ©1.00 appl 12.90 12,90
~ Shuck split , ‘ 1.00 appl 12.94 : 12.94
- Petal fall . 1.00 ~ appl 14.66 14.66
First cover ~ : 1.00 = appl - 8.66 - 8.66
Second cover : . -~ 1,00 appl 9.04 -9.04
Third cover - o 1.00 - appl - 7.73 7.73 -
Fourth cover , 1.00  appl - 8.66 8.66
Fifth cover o ©1.00 appl ~ 9.04 9.04
Peach bore , - - 2.00 appl 2.93 : 5.86
Sixth cover ~1.00 appl = 7.73 . - 7.73
Seventh cover : - 1.00 ~appl 8.66 S 'B.66
Pre-harvest ' o ' 1.00 ~ appl 12.54 12.54
. Cover crop | : | 28,000 1b. . 0.14 3.92
" Bacterial spot ‘ B 1.00 appl 3.20 3.20
Custom drill , 1.00 acre 4.00 - 4.00
Irrigation water . - 18.00 acin ' ' :
FUel & lube: Tractor ’ : - ‘acre. ' - 15.08
o Equipment o o acre 16.56
: Irrigation : .acre : 34.56
Repairs: Tractor : S acre ’ ©3.77
. Equipment : , : acre ‘ . 22.68
' Irrigation : : acre ' : 14.40
Operating capital : - 81.85 acre - 0.13 10.64°
SUBTOTAL . | | | o » . § 284.61
HARVEST COSTS | - : | o
Peach containers . : ~ 25.00 ‘ertns - 1.05 26.25
Labor - z 60.00 hour  ~ 3,50 . 210,00
Miscellaneous expense - = . - 3.00 acre 25.00 75.00
Bushel baskets =~ = - 10.00° - each 1.05 =~ 10.50
Repairs for equipment R acre v o 0.72
' SUBTOTAL : ' , : ¢ 322,47
. TOTAL VARIABLE PRODUCTION COSTS ‘ . $ 607.08
'FIXED COSTS '
- Depreciation, interest & taxes - v e
. Tractor v acre . : 22.96
Equipment P ' , ‘ acre : . 44,40
Irrigation - ' , acre = B 103,32
Prorated grove establishment 1,115.35  dol. ~ 0.09 : )

SUBTOTAL | | » $T271.06 -
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DIRECT MARKETING
PEACHES (continued)

Quantity Unit

TOTAL PRODUCTION COSTS
MARKETING COSTS

Transportation 1,120.0 mile
Meals and lodging 7.0 day
Stall rental feeg : 7.0 day
}; bushel carton59§ 250.0 each
% bushel cartons— 50.0 each
display baskets 5.0 each
sacks ‘ 600.0 each
SUBTOTAL

TOTAL PRODUCTION AND MARKETING COSTS
NET" PROJECTED RETURNS }
NET RETURNS ADJUSTED FOR CROP FAILURE: 1 in 15 years

Machinery complement and technical coefficients are based on a 15 acre

peach grove. ‘
Allows 8 percent for loss and shrinkage.

Number of containers required for wholesale sales.

$/Unit

0.30

- 13.00

7.50
0.48
0.48
0.70
0.0175

Number of containers required for re-use in direct sales since final

sales are usually placed in paper sacks for the consumer.

Based on a total yield of 120 cwt with 50% going direct and 50%

going wholesale.

Value:
$ 878.14

336.00
70.00
52.50

120.00
24.00

3.50
10.50
$ 616.50

$1,494.64
$4,082.96
$3,775.72
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Table 3. PEACHES
OOMMFRFIAL TEXAS PRODUCTION-MARKETING AREAJ/
ESTIMATED COSTS AND RETURNS PER ACRE
 BUDGET TO LAND AND MANAGEMENT

Quantity Unit $/Unit Value
GROSS RECEIPTS v ’ ’ S
Peaches ' ' ' - 120.00 = cwt. 20.00 $ 2500.00
'TOTAL PROJECTED RETURNS | ) S o $.2500,00 -
PREHARVEST COSTS ' _ ‘ oo S L
Peach DMT Oil ER 1.00 appl 3.60 3.60
Nitrogen . f 48.00 - 1lb. _ 0.22 10.56
Phosphate ‘ 48.00 - 1b. 0.27 12,96
Potash o S - +48.00 1b. 0.11 5.28
‘Peach Herbicide o ' 1.66 1b. - 3.00 .. 4.98
Pink bud yr. ) . 1.00 appl - - 12.90 12.90
Shuck split ' ’ 1.00 appl 12.94 . 12.94
- Petal Fall ' S 1,00 appl - 14.66 14.66
"First Cover 1.00 appl 8.66 - 8.66
 Second Cover - 1.00 appl  9.04 . 9.04
Third Cover . , 1.00 appl 7.73° 1 7.73
Forth Cover o , - . 1.00 appl = - 8.66 : 8.66
Fifth Cover o 1.00 appl 9.04 9.04
Peach Bore _ , ‘ 2.00 ‘appl . 2.93 5.86
Sixth Cover - ’ 1.00 appl 7.73 7.73
Seventh Cover o v 1.00 - appl ~ 8.66 - 8.66
Pre-harvest 1.00 appl ~ 12.54 12.54
Cover Crop ' ‘ 28.00 1b. 0.14 3.92
Bacterial: Spot L " 1.00. appl 3.20 ©3.20
Custom, Drill . = 1.00 acre 4.00 4.00
Irrigation Water ’ ‘ 18.00 acin ‘ ‘
Fuel & lube: Tractor . _ ~acre 15.08
. : Equipment - : acre 16.56
- Irrigation ‘ acre - \ 34.56
Repairs: Tractor ‘ ' acre . , 3.77
‘ Equipment - ’ . o acre , 22.68
Irrigation ' acre : 14.40
Labor: Machinery : ' 13.20 hour 4.00 52.80
v Irrigation R 1.80 hour - 4,00 7.20
. Other - R 66.50 hour 4.00 1266.00
Operating Capital - 81.85 . dol. 0.13 ' 10.64
- SUBTOTAL ‘ ‘ , . $ 610.61
HARVEST QosTS &/ | | | |
Peach containers o 500.00 crtn - 0.48 240.00
Harvesting labor . ' 60.00 hour 4.00 240.00
Marketing cost 1.00 acre 80.00 80.00
- Miscellaneous -expense S 3.00 acre 25.00 75.00 -
- Repairs: Tractor ‘acre . : 0.00
S Equipment - . .. . Tacre. -0.72
SUBTOTAL ‘ ' ' ‘ : ‘ $ 635.72

1/ Peaches are usually fleld packed ‘Therefore, there is no packing
shed expense. ’ - ‘



66

COMMERCIAL PEACHES (continued)

| Quantity =~ Unit  $/Unit
TOTAL VARIABLE PRODUCTION COSTS
FIXED COSTS
" Tractor acre

Equipment acre

Irrigation :

Prorated establishment _ 1,115.35 acre

SUBTOTAL ‘ ' :

TOTAL PROJECTED COSTS
NET PROJECTED RETURNS
NET RETURNS ADJUSTED FOR CROP FAILURE: 1 in 15 years

3/ Texas Cross Timbers Region

Value
$1,246.33

22.96
44.47
103.32
100. 38
$27L.13

$1,517.46
$ 982.54
$ 858.25



Table 4. . PEACHES
' » SYNTHESIZED COMMERCIAL MARKETING--EAST TEXAS
. ESTIMATED COSTS AND RETURNS PER ACRE .=
- BUDGET TO LAND AND. MANAGEMENT

Quantity Unit $/Unit © Value

'GROSS RECEIPTS - ' , CoLe / N .

Peaches > ~120.00  cwt. 18.00¥¢ 2,160.00
TOTAL PROJECTED RETURNS - e . $2,160.00

PREHARVEST S ) - L .
- Peach DMT Oil PP 1.00 appl ~.3.60 .- 3.60
Nitrogen | o 148.00 1.  0.22 . 10.56
Phosphate . K , .- . 48.00 1b. - 0.27 '12.96
Potash - - ‘ o . 48.00 ~1lb.: . 0.11 o 5.28
Peach herbicide =~  1.66 . 1lb.  3.000 = 4.9
Pink bud yr. S -~ 1.00 appl . 12.90 - 12.90
Shuck split . . 1.00 ‘appl 12,94 © o 12.94
Petal fall S '1.00  appl  14.66  14.66
First cover j : , - 1.00  appl  8.66 - - 8.66
- Second cover . EEERIPEE - 1.00 ~appl 9.04 - 9.04
~ Third cover R 1.00 . appl 7.73 - 7.73
Fourth cover : , S - 1.00 appl ~  8.66 . .~ 8.66

Fifth cover P - - 1.00 appl . 9.04 9,04

Peach bore . 2,000 appl 2,93  5.86
Sixth cover . ©1.00 . appl 7.73 7.73
Seventh cover 1.00  appl ~  8.66 ' 8.66
' Pre-harvest = - _ 1.00 - appl 12.54 - ‘ 12.54
. Cover crop . R 28.00 - 1b. 0.14 - 3.92
 Bacterial spot -~ .~ 1.00 ~appl 3.20 3.20
 Custom drill S ... ..~ 1.00  acre 4.00 4.00
Irrigation water e 18.00 - acin- - - . o
Fuel & lube: Tractor o , ) ~  acre E - 15.08
. Equipment - ' ‘ acre . ‘ 16.56
o ‘Irrigation _ ) : acre o : . 34.56-
Repairs: Tractor - _ , .~ acre. 3,77
S Equipment , : , acre , , 22,68
o Irrigation - T . acre - : , 14.40 .
Iabor: Machinery S - 13.20 ‘hour 3.50 = 46.20
‘ Irrigation ' o 1.80 hour 3.50 : - 6.30
.~ Other o S 66.50° hour 3.50 232.75
Operating capital . ' 8l.85  dol. - .0.13 +10.64
~ SUBTOTAL LR I S , s ,569;86

HARVEST COSTS . , , R -
Peach containers - . .500.00 = crtn = 0.48 240 00

Harvesting labor '  60.00  ‘hour 4,00 .. 240,00

Marketing cost ST - 1.00 acre .~ 80.000 - . 80.00
- Miscellaneous expense .7 3.00 cacre . - 25.00 : - 75,00
Repairs- Tractor L Co . acre - 0,00
‘ Equipment PSR acre - - 0,72

- swprOTAL . | o - )

a‘/5—y'ear average (1975-79) shlpplng p01nt prlce. (From.Ag Statlstlcs)
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Peaches (continued)

TOTAL VARIABT_E PRODUCI'ION 'COSTS
FIXED QOSTS
~ Tractor
- Equipment
. Irrigation .
. Prorated establlshment
SUBIUI‘AL : :

" TOTAL PROJECTED COSTS

S NET PROIECTED RETURNS |

. NET RE‘I'URNS ANUSTED FOR: CK)P FAILURE

Tnit

$/Um.t

valﬁuef

 Quantity

_acre ..
“acre .

acre

$l 205.58

22,96

44,47

103.32
. 100.38
§T 271.13

- ‘$l,476.7; B

% 577.28

$ 683.29 s
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- Table 5. . MATURE GREEN PINTO BEANS, DIRECT M@RKETING
: '~ ESTIMATED COSTS AND RETURNS PER ACRE
BUDGET TO LAND, LABOR AND MmNAGEMENTE/

GROSS RECEIPTS , , / S
Pinto beans sold direct : . 15.00~4  cwk.  75.00
Pinto beans sold wholesale C -~ 7.70 . ewt. . 38.00

TOTAL PROJECTED RETURNS SRR ' ' S - e o o

'PREHARVEST COSTS | | o o

' Seed 25.00 1b. 1.04

Nitrogen 30.000 - 1b. 0.26
Phosphorous ‘ : o 1 60.00 1b. 0.27
Potassium ' B 60.00 " 1b. 4015
Herbicide ' v 1.20 pint .  3.87
Fuel & lube: Tractor - acre o -
Equipment . o acre
Repairs: Tractor - o acre
: : Equipment - PR : T acre :
Operating capital S 17.58 dol. 0.15
HARVEST COSTS - ,
: Labor: Hand harvesting - 12.00 hour 3.50
‘ Machinery 1.25 hour 3.50
Bushel baskets ‘ -25.00 each- -~ 1.05
Fuel & lube for egquipment ‘ e acre
Repairs for equipment , acre
SUBTOTAL ‘ o '

* TOTAL VARIABLE PRODUCTION QOSTS

FIXED PRODUCTION COSTS .
Tractor . acre

Equipment _ _ acre.
- SUBTOTAL ' ——

TOTAL PRODUCTION COSTS
MARKETING COSTS

Transportation . . 332.80 mile. .~ - 0.30

Meals & lodging : 2,08 day - 13.00

Stall rental fees . 2.08 day- 7.50

Display baskets 5.00 - . each - 0.70

Sacks ' : 367.50 each 0.01
SUETOTAL o L '

* TOTAL PRODUCTION & MARKETING COSTS

. NET PROJECTED RETURNS

'NET RETURNS ADJUSTED FOR CROP FAILURE 1 in‘8 years

Machlnery complements and technlcal coefflclents are based on a 30 ‘acre
vegetable farm.

/Allows 8 percent for loss and shrlnkage.

£/Based on a total yield of 25 cwt with 60% narketed dlrect and
40% marketed wholesale _

k‘value

1,125.00

292.60

- $T,217.60 -

26.00
7.80
16.20
9.00

. 4.64
21.52
1.19
3.93
1.92
2.64
s 94.84

42.00
4,37
26.25
03,97
1,72
$ 78.31

$ 173.15

25.67
19.11
$ 44.78

$ 217.93

100.00
27.04
15.60

3.50
3.67

¢ T149.81

$ 367.74
$1,049.86
5 897.85
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~ Table 6. o ‘ i PINTO BEANS ‘
, . : COMMERCIAL TEXAS PRODUCTION-MARKETING ARE:A—
- ESTIMATED COSTS AND RETURNS PER ACRE
BUDGET TO LAND AND MANAGEMENT

Quantity = Unit - $/Unit Value

" Pinto Beans | . 12.00 owt. 19,00 228.00
TOTAL PROJECTED RETURNS o o §T228.00
PREHARVEST COSTS | : A : = '
Seed ' : , ' 20.00 1b. : 0.25: - 5,00
Nitrogen : 40.00 . 1b. - 0.21 ” 8.40
Phosphate . . ' 60,00  1b.  0.20 12.00
Herbicide @ =~ 1.000  acre  3.20 3.20
Insect. & fungi. ' o ~1.00 - acre - 10.00 - -10.00
" Fuel & lube: Tractor ’ . acre . - 6.24
Equipment ST , acre o 3.01
Repairs: Tractor s - - acre 2.7
N Equipment » : . acre R 0.55
Labor: Machinery : 1.19 hour = -4.50 - 5.37
Operating Capltal g 19.70 dol. - 0.12 - 2.36
: - SUBTOTAL ) S : oo §$58.20¢
o Harvest & haul E o 12,00 ewt. . 5,00 . 60,00
SUBTOTAL o ' S L $ 60.00

| TOTAL VARIABLE PRODUCTION COSTS T 8 118.200
FIXED PRODUCTION COSTS ' | v

Depreciation, Interest, Taxes - v S N

& Insurance: Tractor , o - acre cooe _ 6.67

' - Equipment o ‘ ~acre - - 10.00

TOTAL PROJECTED COSTS - | | | o $ |

NET PROJECTED RETURNS : o 8 93.10 |
' NET RETURNS ADJUSTED FOR CROP FATLURE: 1 in 10 years 8

Based on a 1500-3000 acre vegetable farm in West Téxas w1th 1rr1gat10n costs
removed to comply with conditions in East Téxas. ' :
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‘Table 7. - SOUTHERN PEAS, DIRECT MARKEI‘ING _
' » ESTIMATED COSTS AND RETURNS PER ACRE /
BUDGET TO LAND, LABOR AND MANAGEMENTZ/

o/

Quantity”  Unit  $/Unit  Value °
GROSS RECEIPTS | S b o , '
Southern peas sold dlrect ' 14.4~ cwt. 67.00 . 1967.75
" Southern peas sold wholesale 12,8 cwt.  35.00 448.00
TOTAL PROJECTED RETURNS = . o o : $1,415.75
PREHARVEST COSTS | o R | »
Seed 20.0 lb. -~ 0.85 " - 17.00
Nitrogen 30.0 1b. 0.26 - 7.80
Phosphorous 60.0. 1b.  0.27 16.20
Potassium 60.0 - l1b.. - 0.15 © 9,00
Insecticide 3.0  pint  2.75 . 8.25
Herbicide - , : 1.2 . pint 3.87 , 4.64
Fuel & lube: Tractor > acre _ , 26.61
o Equipment - . ' . acre .. 1.19
'Repairs: Tractor : B _ ' acre L 4.87
Equipment : . , ~ acre _ 2.6l
Operating Capital , K 21.01 dol.  0.15 C 3.15
SUBTOTAL -~ | | , : S , $ 101.32 -
Labor: Hand harvestlng : s 66.0 hour 3.50 231.00
Machinery o 1.88 - hour 3.50 .6.58 .
Bushel baskets o ' 25.00 each 1.05 126.25
Fuel & lube for equlpment ' ' '~ acre S . . 5.95
Repairs for equlpment o ’ acre T : -2.57
SUBTOTAL ... ' ' s : . $ 272.35
TOTAL VARIABLE PRODUCTION COSTS I 0§ 373.67
FIXED PRODUCTION COSTS . » - R
- Tractor - o , acre . 31.75
Equipment : o acre : ’ 24.91
SUBTOTAL . » o | . | $~ 56.66
| TOI‘AL PRODUCI'ION cosTS S , _ T ' $ 430.33
Transportation o - 372.80 . mile - 0.30 o 111.84
Meals & lodging. o 2.33 = day -13.00 20097
 Stall rental fee , 2.:33 day - 7.50 - 17.48
Display baskets - - -7 5,00 . ech - 0.70 - 3.50
Sacks _ L 354.00 each 0.0L - 3.54
'SUBTOTAL _ B - ' ' - $ 157.33
TOTAL PRODUCTION & MARKETING COSTS '$ 587.66
NET PROJECIED RETURNS =~ | | - $ 828,09
NET RETURNS ADJUSTED FOR CROP FAILURE: 1 in 8 years $ 696.54

Machlnery complement and technlcal coefflclents are based on a 30 acre
vegetable farm. : :

N 8 percent for loss and shrinkage. ,
S/ Based on a total yield of 28 cwt with 55% marketed direct and
- 45% marketed wholesale : o '
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Table 8, AR o SOUTHERN PEAS

COMMERCIAL TEXAS PRODUCTION—MARKETING AREAJ/

- ESTIMATED COSTS AND' RETURNS PER ACRE
BUDGET TO IAND AND MANAGEMENT

GROSS RECEIPTS
' Southern Peas. - o

. TOTAL PROJECTED RETURNS -
PREHARVEST QOSTS ER

Nitrogen

Phosphate
- Potash

Seed ‘ '
_,Fuel & lube: Tractor
' Equipment
.Repairs: Tractor_ :
' Equipment

‘Labor: Machinery
Operating Capital .
SUBTOTAL .

HARVEST COSTS
Custom Combine
~Custom Haul

SUBTOTAL

TEHEE.VARIABLE PRDDUCTION COSTS :

- FIXED COSTS

o Deprec. Interest, Taxes &
‘Insurance: Tractor

, - Equipment

' SUBTOTAL ' '
TrH%L PROJECTED COSsTS

- “NET PROJECTED RETURNS

.NET RETURNS ADJUSTED FOR CROP FAILURE

Quantity  Dnit
8.00  cwt. . 18.00
20.00 . 1b. 0.26
40.00 1b. 0.27
40.00 1b." 0.13
© 30.00 1b. 0.38°
acre
acre
acre
- ~ acre.
~ 2,59 * hour 4.25
12.03 dol. 0.14
1.00  acre 18.00
‘acre
~acre

1 in 8 years.

s/omit

Valué*

144.00

W n n

- $ 144.00

. 5.20

10.80
'5.20
11.40
4.26

1.32

0.89
1.94
11.01
1.68

T53.71

18.00
~2.40

20.40

74.11

14.76

5.33

T 20.09

94,20

© 49.80

34.35

'a/ﬁased on 100—200 acres per farm in Northeast Texas Reglon of whlch about half

1s under cultlvatlon
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Table 9. ’ SQUASH
DIRECT MARKETING AT DALIAS FARMERS" MARKET
ESTIMATED COSTS AND RETURNS PER ACRE 2/
BUDGET TO LAND LABOR AND. MANAGEMENT-

} } Quanti ty- o/ Unit $/Unit - Value
GROSS RECEIPTS: , : : b/ ‘ ‘ : '
Squash sold direct R 37.3~ cwt. 54.00 - 2,014.20
. Squash sold wholesale ' 94,5 cwt. 25.00 - -~ 2,362.50
TOTAL PROJECTED RETURNS o : , : : $4,376.70
' PREHARVEST COSTS ' o S
Seed : S 4.0 1b. ~7.00 28.00
Nitrogen 50.0 b, 0.26 13.00
Phosphorous . .100.0 1b. o 0.27 ‘ 27.00
Potassium » : ’ 100.0 - 1b. 0.15 15.00
Insecticide A . 3.75 1b. -3.00 11.25
Fungicide ’ , 6.00 b, 0 9.44 ‘ 56.64
Fuel & lube: Tractor . ’ acre ; 24.81.
: Equipment ’ : : . acre : o 1.59
Repairs: Tractor ' , acre - . 4.54
Equipment o : acre . 2,72
. Operating capital ' 27.50 ~.dol.. - 0.15 4,12
} SUBTOTAL o - . $188.67
HARVEST COSTS , ' . : L '
Labor: Hand harvesting 135.0 ’ hour "3.50 ' 472.50
Machinery . 0.63 hour =~ 3.50. = - ..2.19
Bushel baskets : 25.0 - each - 1.05 .. 26.25
"~ Fuel & lube for eun.pment ' - acre S ©1.98
~ Repairs for equipment v . .acre - . . ; 0.86
~ SUBTOTAL ‘ » ' , PERER - § 503.78
TOTAL VARIABLE PRODUCTION COSTS . : e T o $.692.45
FIXED PRODUCTION COSTS o : o »
Tractor ' ‘acre g - - 29.60
" Equipment : , 7 ' . acre 21.53
SUBTOTAL S ' . ' s , ©$ 5I1.13
. TOTAL PRODUCTION COSTS ’ : $ 743.58
Transportation » 1,200.0 mile 0.30 ~ - .360.00
Meals & lodging 7.5 day - 13.00 - - 97.50
Stall rental fees 7.5 day 7.50 . 56,25
Display baskets , : 5.0 each. 0.70 ‘ - 3.50
Sacks : - .933.0 each 0.01 - 9.33
SUBTOTAL | | s - . $ 526.58
TOTAL PRODUCTION & MARKETING COSTS o I $1, 270 16 .
NET PROJECTED RETURNS B e T T $310654

NET RETURNS ADJUSTED FOR CROP FAILURE: 1 in 8 years SR $2,688.25

/ Machinery complements and technical coefflclents are based on a 30 acre .
vegetable farm. : , :

b/ ‘Allows 8 percent for loss and shrinkage. ‘

/g Based on a total yield of 135 cwt with 30% marketed dlrect and .
706 marketed wholesale
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' Table 10. L  TOMATOES : A
: . DIRECT MARKETING AT DALIAS FARMERS' MARKET
ESTIMATED COSTS AND RETURNS PER ACRE ’
 BUDGET TO LAND, LABOR AND MANAGEMEN‘Ié/

GROSS RECEIPTS | b / o e
Tomatoes sold direct : o 55 2~ cwt. ~ 41.50 - 2,290.80
Tomatoes sold wholesale ‘ 40.0 - cwt. 28.50 - - 1,140.00

" TOTAL PROJECTED RETURNS | , S EE, 430’.80;. )

PREHARVEST COSTS | : Lo e S i

. Tomato plants -~ , 3,000.0 plant ~ 0.085 255 oo*
~ Nitrogen - © 60.0 1b. 0.26 15, 60'
Phosphorous o 120.0 ib.  .0.27 . 32.40

Potassium = : 120.0 - 1lb. . 0.15 - = 18,00

- Insecticide S 15.0 1b. .3.00 - - 45.00
Fuel & lube:: Tractor : - . acre Co 5730033
L ~ Equipment . : ‘ -acre - o 11.90
‘Repairs: Tractor : ‘ acre - e 5.55
o ’ Equipment : v acre o _7 65
' Operating Capital - ' 166.1 dol. ©.0.15 - - 24,91
SUBTOTAL » o - - . $7 446,34

- Labor: Hand harvesting ’ 200. ,
Machinery : 5. hour - 3.50 = . 17.50"

- Bushel baskets v : : 25. - each 1.05 ~ 26.25
Fuel & lube for equipment : - acre . .. 15.87.
Repairs for equipment . acre ... 6.86

hour ~ 3.50  700.00

[eNeNo

SUBTOTAL | » | - §766.48 B

~ 'TOTAL VARTABLE PRODUCTION COSTS | T s, 212 823 a
- FIXED PRODUCTION COSTS =~ = | T
' ‘Tractor , ' ' acre e 36,.20_
‘Equipment : - acre =~ - - 39,10
... . SUBTOTAL : : . . : 8 T75.30
. TOI‘AL PRODUCTION COSTS , | o R $1 288 12
Transportation 800.0 mile 0.30 - *240.00
Meals & lodging _ 5.0 : ‘ 00
Stall rental fees = 5.0 ‘day  7.50 . 37.50.
Display baskets ‘ e 5.0 each 0,70 - 3.50
~Sacks - - 1,840.0 » ,
SUBIOTAL = IR | . §$ 3640

 TOTAL PRODUCTION & MARKETING COSTS T . $1,652.52

day - . 13.00 65.00 -

each 0,01~ 18.40 |

 NET PROJECTED RETURNS o . s,778.28

NET RETURNS ADJUSTED FOR CROP FAILURE: 1in8years . $1,490.79

&/ Mac hJ_nery complement and technical coeff1c1ents are based on a 30 acre :
vegetable farm. : . .

Y Allows 8 percent for loss and shrinkage.

</ Based on total yield of 100 cwt per acre with 60 percent go:.ng to dJ.rect
marketlng and 40 percent go:.ng to wholesale o o
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' Table 11. . TOMATOES
' : 'COMMERCIAL TEXAS PRODUCI‘ION—MARKETING AREA / :
' ESTIMATED COSTS AND RETURNS PER ACRE |
' BUDGET 'I‘O LAND AND MANAGEMENT

Quantlty Unit ©$/tnit = Value
GROSS RECEIPTS L - S o L
Tomatoes . , ~ 66.00 - = cwt. .20.00 - 1,320.00
TOTAL PROJEC'I‘ED RE'I'URNS . o - RN R L $1,320.00.
PREHARVEST COSTS . o : . o ' ,
Seed R v 2.00 - 1b. - .20.00 . 40.00
Nitrogen R 60.00 1b. 0.31  .18.60
~ Phosphate S o . 80.00 1b. 1 0.26 - 20.80
 Herbicide ’ S _ ‘ 1.00 - acre - 14.83: - 14.83
Insecticide ‘ . ; 8.00 appl 4.53 ' 36.24
Fungicide ' o '5.00 appl 3.33 - 16.65
 Pesticide v ' ' ' 9.00 -  appl 3.00 27.00
Fuel & lube: ' Tractor o - L o acre . -19.61
” 4 - Equipment = = - : acre © - 2.76
Repairs: Tractor SR ; acre P - 4.45
' Equipment =~ -+ : . acre ' 5.90
Labor: Machinery o 4,77 - hour - 4.50 o 21.48
. Other oo o 10.00 - hour 3.50 : 35.00
: Operatlng Capital - o ' 92.26 - dol. 0.13 11.99
‘SUBTOTAL : , R P - § 275.30
'HARVEST CosTS S Lo , ‘ el
Harvest IR R - 165.00 crtn 1.10 181.50
Pack & count e 165.00 ~ crtn 3.77 247.50
Market . v . 165.00 - crtn 30 . 49.50 .
Folfeed o i 1,00  acre .90 0 70.90
- SUBTOTAL o ' L I . $ 479.40
TOTAL VARIABLE PRODUCTION COSTS ' . o - - ' ' , $ 754.70
" FIXED COSTS . D o o L
Tractor : . _ acre - 31.73
Equipment - o » S acre ' 15.12
SUBTOTAL , ‘ ' o - §  46.85
- TOTAL PROJECTED COSTS $ 801.55
NET PROJECTED RETURNS - $ 518.45
$ 398.36

NET RETURNS ADJUSTED FOR CROP FAILURE 1 in 7 years

v a/Based on 1,000 acres per farm - Acres are usually double—cropped

Ttnatoes are sold in 40 pound cartons.



76

‘Table 12. TOM@TOES

ESTIMATED COSTS AND RETURNS PER ACRE
’ BUDGET TO - LAND ‘AND MAI\IAGEIVIEI\I'I'

Quantlty

,‘Unlt

SYNTHESIZED COMMERCIAL PRODUCTION-—EAST ’I‘EXAS vv

$/Unl

 GROSS RECEIPTS .
' Tomatoes
" TOTAL PROJECTED RETURNS

'PREHARVEST COSTS SR o
Tomato plants : 3,000.0
Nitrogen . o 60,0
"Phosphorous ) o °120.00
- -~ Potassium - P : ©120.0°
Insecticide : : : 15.0
: Fuel & lube: Tractor o -
: " Equipment
Repairs: Tractor
' Equipment . B
Machinery . 13.87
Other - 30.0
Operating Capital : 166.1 -

©100.0

Labor:

. HARVEST COSTS

. Harvest »_ : ' . 250.0
Pack & comt ~ 250.0
Market L . 250.0

- Folfeed T ‘ ; 1.0

SUBTOTAL R '

TOTAL VARIABLE PRODUCTION QosTS
 FIXED COSTS

: - Tractor
'Equipment

SUBTOTAL

* TOTAL PROJECTED COSTS
'NET PROJECTED RETURNS |
' NET RETURNS ADJUSTED FOR CROP FAILURE:

‘f;§/1979f801average Shipping point price

1 in‘S yeérs

}cwt;; -

-~ plant

1b.
1b.

.lb'.
1b.
' acre

acre

" acre
acre.

hour
hour

‘dol.

crtn

~crtn

crtn
acre

acre -
-acre

23;5‘"‘

-0.085
0.26
0.27
0.15

3.00

~ $T,293.40

vValue ¥

.}¢$2,350;bo
$2,350.00

. 255.00

15.60
132.40
18.00
45.00
30.33
11.90
5.55
7.65
48.54
105.00
24.01

$ 598.98

©275.00
.942.50
~75.00
.90

36.20

_ 39.10
$ 75.30

$1,967.68

$ 382, 32
$ 250 25‘,
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Table 13. ‘ . WATERMELONS o
DIRECI‘ MARKETING AT DALIAS FARMERS' MARKET -
ESTIMATED COSTS AND RETURNS PER ACRE
BUDGET TO LAND, LABOR AND MANA '

| 5 | | Quantltyg-/. Unit  $/Unit  Value
.-GROSS RECEIPTS o b e e
: Watermelons sold direct : cwt. 13.00 - 262.60
Watermelons sold wholesale 128.00  cwt. 9.00 . 1,152,00
- TOTAL PROJECTED RETURNS : EREARN P - o «_SI 414,60
PREHARVEST COSTS S o ' o L
~Seed ’ 1.5 1b 6.00- - 9.00
Nitrogen , T 50.0 1. 0.26 - 13.00
Phosphorous . ‘ 3 - 100.0 o 1b. -0.27 .27.00
- Potassium - ' : -50.0 1. - 0015 - ©7.50.
© Insecticide ' Doy » 6.0 < 1be 0 03,00 18.00
~Fuel & lube: Tractor ~ + = ‘ acre oo 022,04
- Equipment - ' acre - 3.66
Repairs: Tractor I I acre ‘ S 4.53
- Equipment Co _ . acre = . 3.43
Operating capital . o . 70.54 dol. -~ 0.15 .  10.58
SUBTOI‘AL » . : o S $ 11_8__.7.4 o
.~ Labor: Hand harvestlng . - 150.0 Cooewts 1.25 -187.50
Machinery : 1.25  hour ~ ~ 3.50" 437
Fuel & lube for equlpnent » - . acre - - . : 4.63
Repairs for equipment ’ : ere . acre’ o e 2462
| ‘SUBTOTAL LT . L $ 199.12
| TOTAL VARIABLE PRODUCTION COSTS . % 317.86
FIXED PRODUCTION COSTS L | : o e
Tractor o el el ; acre - BRI 39.28
Equipment _ L ‘ acre . 38.63
| 'SUBTOTAL : ' o , ‘ _ $ 77.91
TOTAL PRODUCTION COSTS . - ' B . $ 395.77
Transportation : : . 960.0 mile 0.30 288.00
Meals & lodging = . - . 6.0 day - .- 13.00 - 78.00
Stall rental fees - 6.0 day ~ 7.50 . 45.00
| SUBTOTAL | - - §T4I1.00
- TOTAL PRODUCTION & MARKETING COSTS $ 806.77
NET PROJECTED RETURNS , o . $ 607.83
NET RETURNS ADJUSTED FOR CROP FATLURE: 1 in 8 years $507.27

Machlnery complements and technlcal coefflclents are based on a lOO acre o
watermelon farm. v : :

b/ Allows 8 percent for loss and shrlnkage

c/ Based on a total yield of 150 cwt with 15% marketed direct and
- 85% marketed wholesale : ) .
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Table 14. - WATERMELONS
: Sl COMMERCTAL TEXAS PRODUCTION—MARKETING AREAJ/
‘ ESTIMATED COSTS AND RETURNS PER ACRE _

Quantity Unit $/Unit Value

GROSS RECEIPTS AR . I

. Watermelon I 125.00 cwt. ~ 6.00 750.00
~ TOTAL PROJECTED RETURNS o o ~$ 750.00
PREHARVEST COSTS : - o , _
Seed ' : ‘ 4.00 1b. 6.00 24.00
- Nitrogen ~ 40.00 1b, 0.31 12.40
" Phosphate D ‘ : 40.00 - 1b. 0.26 10.40
. Potash _ 20.00 ~ 1b. 0.20 - .4.00
Insecticide , . 2,00 = appl 5.62 11.24
Fungicide ‘ 2.00 . appl 4.66 9.32
Pesticide 2.00 acre 3.00 . '6.00
. Herbicide - '1.00 crtn 5.42 5.42
Hand Labor _ 5.00 ‘hour ~ 3.35 16.75
Fuel & lube: Tractor S : acre . ’ - 5.59
- Equipment : : acre o 1.15
- Repairs : Tractor acre o 0.88
B . Equipment acre L 2.85
Labor: Machinery S 2.33 hour 4.50 - . 10.48
- Operating Capltal - 25,84 dol. . . 0.13 3.36
SUBTOTAL v - acre $ 123.84
- HARVEST COSTS - ‘ | \ o R
Harvest & sell 125.00 - cwt. 1.80 - 225.00
SUBTOTAL o acre » . ~$ - 225.00

TOTAL VARTABLE PRODUCTION COSTS - $ 348.84

FIXED PRODUCTION COSTS ' '

' . Deprec., interest, taxes & insur, : _ ,
‘Tractor o acre o S 14.11
Equipment g ' . acre . 7.65
SUBTOTAL S acre - 82176

'TOTAL PROJECTED COSTS - acre $ 370.60

' NET PROJECTED RETURNS ' ’ acre $ 379.40
- NET RETURNS ADJUSTED FOR CROP FAILURE: -1 in 5 years . acre $  274.40

& Based on 1,000 acres per farm. Acres are usually double-cropped.
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Table 15. . WATERMELONS
' - SYNTHESIZED COMMERCTAL MARKETING--EAST TEXAS
ESTIMATED COSTS AND RETURNS PER ACRE
BUDGET TO LAND AND MANAGEMENT

N Quantity Uit  $/mnit¥  valte
"~ GROSS RECEIPTS . - i - , . T
Watermelons . : - 150.0 = cwt. 5.50-- - 825.00 .
TOTAL PROJECTED RETURNS o . §7825.00
* PREHARVEST COSTS ' ' : S R
Seed ‘ 1.5 1b. -~ 6.00 o '9.00
Nitrogen : ~ 50.0 ~1b. 0.26 : 13.00
Phosphorous » i . 100.0 ~ 1b. 0.27 . 27.00
Potassium o ' 50.0 ‘1b.  0.15 - 7.50
" Insecticide o 6.0 1b. . 3.00 18.00
Fuel & lube: Tractor - ' SRS acre - S 22,04
: Equlpment o : ~ acre . 3.66
Repairs: Tractor _ o - . acre o _ 4.53
S Equipment e ~ acre _ PR 3.43
Labor:  Machinery SR 0 7.28 - hour 3.50 :25.46
Other . 8.5  hour - 3.50 o 29.75
Operating capital S - 70.54 ~ dol. 0.15 - . 10.58
SUBTOTAL . Ll f - } ’ - $ 173,95
HARVEST COSTS =~ LT e N S
" Harvest & sell SR o 150.00 = cwt.. 1.80 . - 270.00
 SUBTOTAL Sy o . § 270.00
TOTAL VARTABLE PRODUCTION COSTS o 8 443,95
FIXED PRODUCTION COSTS e | R S
Tractor Do o acre 39.28
Equipment = ' : o acre - . - : 38.63
SUBTOTAL o o o $ 77.9L
TOTAL PRODUCTION COSTS ~$ 521.86
NET PROJECTED RETURNS _ ‘ ‘ $ 303.14 ‘
NET RETURNS ADJUSTED FOR CROP FAILURE: 1 in 8 years $ 233.77

a/ 1979-80 baverage shipping point price






