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HIGHLIGHTS

An experimental planting of rabbiteye blueberries has been cultivated’
for ten years at the Overton, Texas Experiment Station. "Cultural
practices are established. In 1981 and 1982, research was done (in-

cluding market tests) on the marketing of Texas blueberries.
Caution: The projections and estimates in this report are based upon

producers making extensive and expensive investments in quality- .

control and market development. Witﬁout total commitment to market

development and orderly marketing plantings of the magnitude discussed

in this report could result in extensive over-production, disastrous

prices and large losses for producers.

At present, Texas blueberries have an extremely limited market, which
can justify total plantings of less than 40 acres. There is no reason
to think this market will grow without substantial investments in

market development.

The purpose of the market test and thié agalyéis is té_focus on. the
fresh market distribution system througﬁ supermarkets and examine
‘this market. It is estimated 500 acres of Texas biuebefries réﬁré-
sents the level of production that can Be profitably marketed assuming
regional and national distribution for fresh products. Other markets
are identified--processing and export--that could result in eventual

recommendations to increase the plantings.

Blueberry varietal tests, harvesting, handling and stdrage experi-
ments are continuing at Overton. These form a firm basis for esti-

mating the ability to supply major markets.

Texas blueberries are from 2 to 3 weeks earlier than major markets
and command an.early season premium that continues even after other

areas introduce their production into competing areas.

Texas blueberries have a lower marketing cost in many large and rapid-
ly growing market centers than those from competing production areas.

This is especially true during the peak harvest.



Fresh fruits and vegetables are the most rapidly growing segment of
supermarket sales. Texas blueberries have a price and ‘quantity
sales pattern similar to other specialty fruits and vegetables that

have received prgmigm.priceS'in this growing, profitable market.

Texas blueberries have the problem of field heat. It is essential
that field heat be removed from the harvest crop by coollng the

berriesnimmédiately after harvest to extend product life.

Hand harvesting is not a viable method for large scale pfd&uétion of
"blueberries. Private partnerships or COopératives may be neceéséry

to share the capital expense of cooling and mechanical harvestors to
serve minimum combined commercial planting of 40 or more acres, with

each grower having initially 3 to 5 acres.

In addition to cooperative efforts in harvesting and cooling, a corp-

‘orate or a cooperative approach can improve marketing of the production.

It ié strongly felt an area marketing effort and consistent, high
quality are essential for long run, profitable production. Without

these, failure is certain.

LT - ) .
Cultural practices may allow a low or no pesticide product to be mar-

keted at a significant premium.

- U=Pick is normally felt not to be an important marketing method where
consumer driving,distances are great. This has. not been Overton's
experience lending additional welght te: the estimates of a strong,.

growing market.

It,ls-recqmmended1that U-pick be confined to clean. up. operations at

the end of the season.

It is anticipated that-Iexas‘AgriculturalvMarket'Research:and?Develop-‘
ment Cé@tér will conduct continuing research: im: marketing Texas blue-
berries in fresh, frozen, and processed,fermé;ih«botthomestic~and
export markets to facilitate the development of this: industry to its

full'potentialehich codld,approach sa;es of $30,000,000 annually.
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The orderly marketing required for the development of the Texas
blueberry industry can be best accomplished by a centralized de-
cision making center. The form of organization should be decided

well in advance of large marketings.
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Market Development Potential
for East Texas Blueberries
Jack McEowen

Robert Branson
John Lipe

INTRODUCTION

Among the agricultural enterprises offering,potentiél benefits to
producers in East Texas, blueberries offer a high potential income per.
acre on a limited number of acfes. -Traditional methods of marketing in

East Texas assume any one of the four_following forms:

1. Pick your own
2. At-the-farm marketing
3. Roadside sale

4. Farmers markets

These traditional markets will not be sﬁfficient for a sizeable
Texas planting. ' | ' '

This study initially examined the QCCeptancé of Texas blueberries
in the produce section of selected supermarkets.‘ These freéh market
blueberries were found to exhibit strong pricing patterns during a four
week market test conducted jointly by the Overton Experimeﬁt Station,
the Texas AgriculturallMarket Research and Development Center, and the
Safeway Corporation. Since sales per store declined each week during .
the test, fesults indicated that the Texas fresh markét, without ﬁgrthef
market development, will take only a limited amount (less than 40 acres)
of fresh bluéberry produétion at premiﬁm pricihg levels.u This study re-
ports that market test in detail. ’

It was felt that thévprdduct has market potential-beydnd the Texas
fresh market and that this crop could only make ah“impact on East Texas
agricﬁlturé if an expanded market were supplied. The following market
segmenfs are explored in this repdrtfin addition to the Texas fresh
market: o B |

1. National fresh market

2. Frozen and processed markets



3. Export markets

- 4, Premium markets

These market segments are described. Projected returns for pro- o
ducers are calculated for each segment at volumes of productlon possible
from East Texas. Finally, techniques (linear programming) are used to
determine how the supply of Texas blueberries can be delivered to various
market segments to maximize the potential income from this crop.

Strategies are developed to allow East Texas to supply these large,
growing markets.. Simply stated, however, these markets, including the
majority of the Texas fresh market are supplied by other regions. An -
aggressive, expensive marketing program must be used to: ‘ ‘

l} Replace other producers in existing markets.
2. Convert the growth in these markets to sales

for Texas blueberries.

3. Develop markets presently in their infancy.

TEXAS SUPERMARKET STUDY

-,7Duringjthe month’of July, 1981, a retail market test of East Texas
blueberries was conducted by: :
Texas‘Agricultural.Market Research Center
Tékaé A&M Research andrExtension Center - Overton
- TAMU Department of Agricultural Economics

. TAMU»Department-of_Horticulture

w1th the cooperatlon of:  Safeway Food Stores ~ Dallas D1v1slon.

The obJectlves of the study were:

.‘,l’ Determlne market acceptance of East Texas blueberries
v in middle and high”income retail food chain stores.
2, Develop estimated costs and returns potentials for _ .
V blueberry productlon in East Texas.,
3. Provide a prellmlnary estimate of the market potent1a1
for East Texas blueberrles 1n fresh market sales w1th1n

the North Texas and East Texas markets.

Safeway Food Stores selected several supermarkets in high and middle



income areas to participate in a market test of blueberries produced
at the Overton Experiment Station. The blueberries were packed in one
pint containers, 12 pints to a master container. They were then sold
in the produce departments of these stores under standard retail con-
ditions. »

Standard retail saleé audit.procedureé were used to measure sales
on a weekly basis at each participating supermarket. Sales were calcu-
lated from deliveries, inﬁentory changes and correction for damaged
fruit. Audits were also run on strawberries, peaches and oranges for
the purpose of obtaining comparative data. While some competing pro-—
duce had point-of-sale advertising, no advertising was possible for
blueberries because only a few of the stores had the berries.

From the data gathered and confidential store customer counts
supplied, an.estimate of the Texas state market was prepared and an
estimate of the crop's potential in terms of acres planted‘and revenue
was prepared.

Table 1 indicates the results of the test. Initially, it was felt
that the retail price of $1.49 per pint (approximately one pound) would
be reduced dufing the test period. wagver, the product moVed‘wéll at
$1.49 and the food chain advised against any lowering of price; there-
fore, Texas blueberries sold at retail in the test supermarkets for
$1.49 per pint during the entire harvest season, Table 1.

Table 2 shows the results by customer income level when the étores
were arbitrarily divided into a high income group and a middle income
group.

Table 3 shows the wholesale price per pint of blueberries on the
Dallas wholesale market. During most of the period, the blueberries
also were available from Georgia, Texas and Arkansas. During the last
week of the test, prices declined when the production from the largest
producing area in the U.S. (Michigan) reached the market. The results
of the market test suggest that Texas blueberries with proper grading
and handling can command a strong, stable price and maintain their early

season premium.



BLUEBERRY R

Ballas, July 1:981

Product Unit Week 1 Week 2 Week 3 Heek 4 Grand
‘ Total

pts. 563 615 531 305 2014
pts. - 276 86 18 95 475
pts. =0= -0~ ~0= 48 48
pts =0~ _ =0~ _=0- __16 16

939 701 549 474 2553
pts. 1058 940 1001 1241 4240

- lugs - 205 113 34 75 42¢€ .
lugs 10 179 191 103 484
lugs ~0- -0~ -0- 78 78

1/2 bu. carton 64 64 68.: 59 256
41b. ba bags 243 278 304 385 1210
71b bags bags 16 40 5 69 130

Source: TAMDRC store audits.



: © " Table 2
BLUEBERRY RETAIL STORE MARKET TEST

AVERAGE SALES PER STORE
Dallas, July 1981

High Income Middle Income All Test

Stores ‘Stores - '~ Stores
Product Average Sales Average Sales - Average Sales
of Each of Each : of Each
Product Product ' “Product
Blueberries (pints)
Texas 350 308 336
Florida 88 | » 62 N 79
New Jersey ’ 12 ' 8
Michigan : 4 3
454 - 370 © 426
Strawberries (pints)
California 778 : 564 707
Peaches (pounds)
California 1018 2247 1427
Texas 1370 2100 - 1613
Illinois 280 320 . 260 Co
2618 4667 ' 3300
Oranges
California '
Bulk (pounds) 1289 2222 - 1600
4 1b. bag 880 624 "~ 795
7 1b. bag 228 ‘ 152
’ 2397 . 2846 ’ © 2547
Average pounds of
Fruit Sold Per
Store (pt.=1b.) 6247 8447 6980

Source: TAMDRC store audits.



' ‘Table 3
Wholesale Blueberry Prices Per Pint (pound)

Dallas, June and July, 1981

Date Price/Pint Percent of 6/10 Price
6/10/81 $1.12 : 1007
6/16/81 , .98 . 88%
6/23/81 . . . .90 80%
6/30/81 . .91 - 81%
- 7/03/81 . .86 _ 77%
- 7/07/81 .76 S - 687
7/20/81 .76 687%

7/31/81 .70 63%

Source: Fruit and Vegetable Wholesale Market
News - Dallas

Table 4 compares the sales volume per store and shows generally

'declining volpme over the entire test, while high income stores had e
sales per stdfe 14 percent greater than middle income stores.

Confidential data on customers per store during the test market

(cus;qmér’cdﬂnts) indicates sales of blueberries per customer entering
the medium incbme stores. : On the surface, this indicates a spe01alty |
product whlch, properly marketed would exh1b1t stable, premium prlces
Data was not ‘made availabiec regarding the total purchases per customer.
The p0551b111ty remains that medlumvlncome consumers simpiy go to the

store more dften than high income consumers, Table 4.

, Table 4 _
BLUEBERRY RETAIL STORE MARKET TEST

Weekly Sales Per Store
Dallas, July, 1981

Average Store Sales Per Week

I A ‘TOtél perJ
ncome Area

S 1 2 3 4 Stores
High : 169 119 74 90 452

Middle 109 112 127 47 395

. Source: TAMRDC store audits



The volume data was fit to an equation using ordinary 1east squares
with volume per store as the dependent varlable and week of the market
test as the 1ndependent variable. The equatlon:

Weekly sales per store = 143.3 pints minus 46.72 log week of test

R = .92 |  (6.89)
6.78

t

Basically this shows a typical seasonal pattern for sales volume.
This is shown graphically in Figure 1. It is 1nterest1ng to note that
many items once believed to be seasonal are now purchased by the con-
sumer year round. Many formerly seasonal items are available 52 weeks
a year in the supermarket. The averege shopper presently knows no-

season. Blueberries give indications of being part of this trend,

Figure 1.
) Figure 1
Blueberry Sales/Store
'Estimated Present
Blueberry Weekly Sales
Behavior Patterns in Texas Markets
?ints/Store
150 - , ,
140 N— : : == E
130 = N = : ' :
120 : : : ' :
110 : : :
100 f _
0 & T T T

Week



If Texas blueberrles are made available with consistent high quality

from year to year, it is estimated the seasonal nature of the demand will be

moderate, resulting in greater volume and more stable sales.

Figure 2

-shows the demand that might be expected after 5 years of planned, orderly

marketing.

of harvest, weeks two through five, Figure 2.

Pints/Store

Figure 2

Blueberry Sales/Store
Expected Future Blueberry
Sales Pattern in Texas Markets

Please notice the volume is projected to grow during the peak
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Using confidential data and Overton yield data, it is the conclusion -

- of this test that the fresh market within Texas for blueberries consumed

within the production period for Texas blueberries would support only 40

acres of commercial production based on July, 1981 sales.

Research on storage life at Overton and market studies in geographlc

areas:whererTexas has a locational advantage indicate a much larger market

Week: v



'than Texas can be served for a longer per1od than the fOur weeks of the
3,test. Th1s results in an estimate of a fresh market for 400 acres of
productlon at 12 000 pound/acre.»lh " .

In the future, fresh frults and vegetables w1ll benef1t from ch'vglng

"fgconsumer preferences towards fresh produce and the grow1ng 1mportance of E

>~.the fresh produce departments for supermarkets.»‘ _ F
N Reta1lers are respondlng by plac1ng their primary emphas1s on thevf?
,fproduce department.‘ Produce departments have become the 'image makers
‘for the store. W1th1n thlS category, the specialty fruits,' like blue— ._.
: berries,. are the. 51ngle fastest grow1ng segment, rising from almost zero
;'only a few years ago to as much as f1ve percent of total produce sales
f;n”some,supermarkets. Demand for spec1alty fruits, fueled in part’ by
the recentjinterest in gourmet»culslnepand,nutrltlon, is expected to -
.J;increase;f | i - |

‘RECENT TRENDS IN PRODUCE: :STATUS OF THE PRODUCE DEPARTMENT'f'

A 1982 survey by Advertlslng Age magazine of 51x major U.S. metro—'

‘"politan areas has shown that the produce department is now the leadlng
f shopper draw - the primary "point of d1fference for many retallers.
A few years ago, supermarket produce departments carrled as few as
L6O 1tems. Today, they carry an average of 125 items w1th super stores
bhandllng as many as 200 produce items.

The entire spec1alty area is growing very rapldly Moreover, a
short time ago, strawberrles, peaches and berries were specialty 1tems,
- now.. they are standards.

‘Many, formerly, "seasonal" items are available 52 weeks a year.

Three years ago, supermarket produce sales as a percent of. total
store sales”was in the 5—6A.range. Today,‘the produce department’
commonly accountslfor~7—8% of sales‘with some stores at ll—l2%,and-even
higher. | | |
A Kroger executive presented the following 1975 to 1981 sales growth
figures at the recentiFood Marketing'Institute convention in Chicago:

*Green topped,carrots and radishes up 1100%
#White corn up 1173%



nd devel_pment 1n produce,ﬁbut market knowledge and understandlng are keys |

SUCCGSS P

For“these reasons, blueberry sales in. supermarkets can be expected to ],r,f

1,0regon and Wa hington can not compete w1t‘ﬁearly season fresh ma,—i'

’sales fro Texas for the simple reason their crop matures at least 3

5f7weeks 1ater tzan Texas in a.- normal season. Blueberrles from Arkansas,'the

"ﬂ@Carollnas,iGeorgla and Florida have greater distance to markets 1n the western

”‘5qUn1ted States and partlcularly the rapldly growing areas of Texas Arizona

“hally, it is felt that Texas blueberrles would have a

“'iﬁand.Ca”'fornia. Bas

Fucompetitlve"advantage in- the fresh market in all markets west of a line from

'ouston, Texas, thrOugh Minneapolls St. Paul Minnesota durlng the. f1rst 4

:f§weeks of 1ts produclng season.v When Washlngton anngregon production is being

;;marketed, essentially Texas 1oses its advantage 1n the West Coast markets for
'fthe flnal two weeks of Texas productlon, but Stlll has a competltlve advantage
:v;:in all densely populated states west of the Houston/Minneapolis line: except

'ff“Washlngton, Oregon and California.

PROCESSED/FROZEN MARKET

Processed blueberries account for more than 80 percent of ‘the market for

'ncultivated blueberries in northern states. Mlchigan sources, for example,v'

Q}:estlmate'that the production from over. 10, 000 of the 12 000 acres of culti- R

"ed blueberries 1n that state goes 1nto process1ng Generally, these are

o mechanically harvested, sorted either on the harvester or over a belt and

'[packed 1n 30 pound corrugated containers with a plastlc llner.

3cartons and stores them for the producer. The producer retains t1t1e to the
; blueberries until they are sold throughout the year. Durlng 1981-82, berries g
'v,packed in thls manner sold for 55 cents per pound Sorting, packing, contain—

'5:’ers, free21ng and storage costs accounted for. 13 cents per pound

In addltion, maJor blueberry produc1ng‘a:eas 1n New Jersey, Maine,;j!ft :

';These contalners are then taken to a commerc1a1 freezer who freezes the l;ﬁ;



Co1n

These berrles were used for several end uses. Some were repack-'
aged as frozen blueberrles., Blueberrles have an unusual characteristlc

in that when frozen in-'a 30 pound box, 1f the box is glven a sharp

lpacked as 1ndiv1dua1 qu1ck frozen (IQF) fruit.
A Very small percent: of the harvest goes directly without’ free21ng

to markets such as pie flllers, Jelly and jam producers, syrup. manu—

'.‘facturers, etc.

Dur1ng 1981-82, approx1mately 30% of the processed blueberries
were exported. Th;s is 25 percent of the total crop. Europe‘was,a )
’.major narket for these exports, because the European blueberry: indus-:
try had a short crop in 1981. ThefEuropeanymarket is mainly-demandsﬁ
for'wild rather than cultivated blueberries, but U.S. production was -

acceptable.to European tastes when blended with their domestic, wild
.production.v.The.size of this market%is'not known. Many industry :
sourCes‘believe the 1981-82 strong European market was an exception;fff
In years of normal harvest, it will be. less strong. |
: . The ‘Japanese market for processed blueberries is presently small
':but is expected to grow. This market offers the possibility of. long
run contracts so the product1on is sold far in advance--adding stab111tyl
- to blueberry pricing. ' S v

» Other major produc1ng areas have formed cooperatives that handle .
the domestlc and export marketing ‘of frozen blueberries. The coop-
eratives establish _.grades, packages, etc,'and need a large volume
of sales'to'function efficiently.' In Miéhigan, for example, the -
statew1de blueberry c00perat1ve has 301ned with cherry producers to
jointly market processed products. _

The earlier portlon of thlS study shows that Texas production has

‘a d1st1nct advantage over other areas in’ fresh market productlon.-v
’Later sections will show the peak harvest is too large to be prof1tab1y o
jbsold in the fresh-market. A marketing plan is developed showing that
approx1mately 25/ of ‘the annual product1on of Texas blueberries will be
. best utllized as frozen blueberrles.: These w1ll be available for pro—"

. ces31ng dur1ng the thlrd and fourth week of a six week harvest. L




'se of the early nature of the Texas crop and work done by the

fvaerton Expvrlment Station on extending storage llfe of fresh berries,

pears that under current conditions 25 percent of the crop g01ng

i into processing optlmizes producer income. This is much less than the
0-8" a 1enced by areas with. later production.. - ‘
It must be stressed that the processed/frozen market is neither a 1

I:Junk nor dumping market.f It has rigid quallty standards. To compete in

T roduc1ng areas. To 1n1t1ally penetrate thlS market a: strategy ofv
:ove the 1ndustry standards would be preferable to a price below»
Ethe‘prevai ing price., Other produc1ng areas could 51mply meet a reduced

i “3Abut they could not duplicate a superlor pack once: the1r harvest

L was 11‘1 StO age.

fThere is a poss1b111ty for 1mag1nat1ve marketing in . the frozen/

'f:processed export market. Long term contracts are p0551b1e and a pack .
’Ij’using metric weights might give a competltive advantage w1th minlmal

'zvfcosts.s

PICK—YOUR—OWN MARKETING

In decribing this market segment in Farmer to Consumer Direct

IffMarketlng of Fru1ts and Vegetables in East Texas, (1981, p. 1) the. Texas

| Agricultural Market Research and Development Center states

v Pick—your—own marketing of fruits- and vegetables hasA

”‘made entry in Texas but ‘has ‘not flourished because producing

vf;farms for the ‘mOSt part are located away from the pr1nc1pal

dﬂfc1t1es. Driving d1stances mitigate against urbanites making
“{ffbtrlps to. the farms. _ ‘ :
“zﬁa;The 1982 harvest season at Overton found pick—your—own customers
'Vftraveling 1n excess of sixty miles to harvest their own. blueberries.
IV*They were charged 50 cents per pint (pound) and it was necessary to’,

{gclosely supervise thlS for more than collection and’ damage limitatlon

”f:ﬁ .f purposes.v Customers were: found argulng over Wthh bush they could har-
| .tvvest.; Some peace keeping was needed

Overton also supplled ungraded mechanically harvested berries
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bat 75 cents per pint- (pound) and found customers equally pleased w1th

C pick—your own at 50 - cents a. pint..

Obviously this market segment 1s small and would not be a maJor '
;factor 1n large acreage. It is interesting in that it 1nd1cates a’ :
stronger demand for fresh blueberrles than would be expected from ex— ‘

"perlence with other frults and vegetables.

e SPECTALTY MARKETS
‘. Tenas_blueberriesyhave been_produced.at:Overton without any“chemi;,’
cal'spraying prOgram,. Other producing areas have production-programS‘

-dthat require as many as ‘seven insect1c1de applicatlons each season.

k} 'Cultural practices are not: a portlon of this study, but 51nce h1gh

quallty, fresh market berries can be produced ‘without pest1c1des unt11
‘ :spraylng is required, this offers a: market competltors cannot supply
B ‘Growing consumer 1nterest in fresh fru1ts and vegetables has beenc_r
ishown ‘ Grow1ng consumer concern over pest1c1de levels has arisen."It‘
 would be possible to market fresh Texas blueberries clearly identifled
jas having;no‘pesticide res1dua1 and no pestic1des used in- their pro- o
o duction‘as a superior'product. With no’ other producing area supplylng
(or able to supply) this" product, the entire North American market ‘
would be open. R
Such a product could be clearly identified on the clear plastic ,
: covering on each pint container, with no extra production costs. other
than those experienced in fresh berry sales. 1In. addition to a. largeru
'market these berries could command a premlum of up to 30 percent over
: regular fresh blueberries and a. more. stable market.
v Slnce both Texas fresh blueberries and those sold as health food
‘ would be the identical phys1ca1 product, except for the over wrap and
the price, rigid control of thlS marketing would be essent1a1 to. cap—
ture and maintain ‘the premium from no: pestlcide blueberrles, Wthh could
-be safely eaten directly from the box. | '
: A similar premium market may be available for consumer packages»

of frozen blueberrles, which Texas could:supply.

Voo
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OPTIMUM MARKETING -

Several potential market segments have been discussed for East
‘Texas blueberry productlon_ ‘These market segments ‘have dlfferlng
eprioingTStructures and different returns to producers. Togdetermlned;:'
what portion of the production could be:sol&fin.market"segmentsithat
result in maximum returnS‘tO'prodUCers, a linear program'wasydeVeloped;
This program (whlch is detailed in the Appendlx) ‘indicated that durlng -
the 31x week production period:

‘i{"fThe entire first week's harvest should be sold in the

- fresh market. : '

2. " The entire second week's harvest should be sold in the

- fresh market, but it will be necessary to store in re-
‘frigerated storage one-third of the second week's: harvest
for sale in the third through fifth weeks of the harvest.

jd3.' One half the third week's harvest should be sold in the
fresh market during the week it is harvested. The bal~-
‘ance should be frozen and held for sale in that market

4, One half the.fourth week's harvest should.be-sold in the
~ fresh market during the week it is harvested. .One: f1fth
of the week's harvest should be stored in refrigerated
storage for sale in the’ ‘fresh-market dur1ng the sixth -
week of the harvest. The balance should be frozen and
" held for sale in that market.

5. _As harvest winds down in the fifth and sixth weeks,‘three
fifths of the harvest during the fifth and sixth weeks
- should be sold ‘in the fresh market as harvested. The
- balance should be cleaned up through ‘pick yourself op-
- erat1ons.

Dur1ng the second through fifth weeks, it is estimated that as
vmuch as 10 percent of the entire crop will be in cold storage awalting
jsale in ‘the fresh market. Storage must be avallable. .

‘ During the harvest, over half the total crop w1ll move directly
into the fresh market with minimal storage. It will be necessary to
remove field heat quickly from this production Exten31ve and expensive,d
cooling is essential. Overton's experience 1nd1cates a f1ve day product :
life for blueberries w1thout the field heat promptly Temoved by cooling."
‘The product life is extended for more than a month 1f field heat is

removed.



L b111ty, commercial freez1ng and ‘cold storage w1ll be utllized

: Durlng the th1rd and fourth weeks of the harvest, when productlon;;fw_ﬂﬂ

is. at 1ts peak approx1mately 25 percent of the total crop should be S

frozen. Freezing °Perat10ns will last only two weeks. In all proba—;q:zid

Pick yourself operatlons may be used to complete the harvest 1n
the f1nal two weeks. o ' ‘

Orderly marketlng is dependent ‘upon coollng capac1ty to remov

-L f1eld heat, cold. storage for fresh berries, and free21ng and frozenQ[,
l.storage capacity. Naturally, thls w1ll ‘vary: among producers, but for B
vthe ent1re production of East Texas blueberrles ‘the above w1ll hold

It is estimated that a. crop marketed under the above marketing

nprogram would net to growers 55 7 cents per pound after packlng, con—:g.“

-'ta1ner, free21ng, coollng, transportatlon and storage costs were de—'

fducted Income (net) from a twenty—five acre planting is estlmated to',e o

'c;be in excess of $100 000 ‘per year before taxes after the plantlng
h”’reaches full productlon in the sixth year based on ‘a y1eld of 12; 000 -’T
' pounds per acrey, mechanical harvesting and a follow1ng of the linear"
»fprogramming developed marketing plan. ' “‘,
‘_ e Without mechanical harvesting, it is estimated income for a 25 .
-acre plantation under ‘the marketing plan would fall to $55 000 if thel_
entire crop could be harvested It is doubtful based on the experi—:.ff'
'_ence in the Overton planting, that the crop could be harvested by hand--’
in a manner dependable enough to meet the demands of a reasonable market

“, plan ‘and could quite p0531bly result in cont1nu1ng losses to the grower.

RECOMMENDATIONS

It is reconnenned that an expa1s1on of East ‘Texas blueberry pro—-~¢7"x
ductlon be undertaken onlv after provisions for adequate 1nvestment 1n
orderly marketing are made. »

It is recommended _that Texas producers ‘take advantage of the1r>
‘early production and concentrate on the fresh market. It is further
-recommended that producers recognlze that highest quality is necessary

for long run profltabillty and collectlvely (at the very least) establlsh



quality standards for blueberrles shlpped out of the production ‘area

ffas high or hlgher than those of competing areas of production.,

» It is recommended that the productlon be distrlbuted in the
}national market in’ those areas Texas productlon enJoys a regional
».advantage and that the mechanism such as a cooperative marketlng

_foffice or.a network of brokers be: establlshed in advance of maJor

o "productlon.u

;tAs penetratlon of the national fresh market 1s achleved, dt-is

',jrec;mmended that the frozen/processed/export markets be. developed

.’7iw1th a. strategy of higher quality than competlng ‘areas and packaging;-

'?speciflcally des1gned for export.,~ v ,
Present recommendatlons are for an expans1on of acreage ‘to 500
v Ltotal acres, but as frozen/processed/export markets are developed
l‘the planting recommendatlons could 1ncrease to. 2500 acres as the:
‘aéacceptance of Texas productlon develops.b. v

B High capital costs for cooling,- storage and mechanical harvest-:
ing,would be:spreadhamong_blueherry_producers,by,cooperatiye efforts,~‘
sueh asnjoint oWnershipfof equipméﬁt?ogEcustom;operations.1vIffthesecdv

are put in place, the minimum sized economic:planting could besreduced.
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Sources:
Percent of

Destlnatlons , :
Fresh Market. Durlng Week

1

Total Production

Linear Program

- Frozen

U-Pick

" Week Percent

1 6.5%

6.

.95

.70

2 . 18.75%

112.1

0

<49 |

3 25.0%

0

50 |

0 .

4 25.0%

“11.2

49 j»

48

.55

0.

10.0.

b4

5 18.75%

6 6.5% -

6.5

0

.34

.33

b4

Demand

Sources:
Percent of
Total Production

<13

' Week

- <12.1

<11.5

<11.2

<10.9

<10.6

<10.2

<10.1 |

Frozen

<10

U-Pick -

Percent

1 6.5%

.95

70|~

.59 |

481

2 18.75%

12.

.60

.49

6.4 ~
.48

3 25.0%

11157

~.50]

749

.48

4 25.0%

750 -

7.1
%9

5 18.75%

] 4s

.55

.50

0

738 |

14.

6 6.5%

6.5

o
.34

733

44l

. _Demand:

sl l

<11, 5

<11{z{

1510.9.

.35

- <10.6

v;10.4 }

£10.2

| :}0}1 

 >,b5T .
I

’:}5;.

Aby

6.5

18.5

25.0

25.0
18.5
6.5

605

18.5

25.0

25.0

18.5

= 6.5

8T



Co A iitCBL  Liugianl

5 , ffHFféSh;Markét‘Dufihg-weék:,3"'
T SQl‘l:I“C'éS_x!:.» . : e RN

~ Percent of .-
- Total Production

1fi3¥ .ﬁ2, J$> n3n~;, ~'4_ffiﬁ“‘5 f;ﬂ. 6 -  _}7 o 8;..“ "9 vu  FrozenlvU—PiCR

MWeek  Percent | ¢

13.
'»_-23

18.75%

125.0%
25.0%

18.75%"

6.5%

‘Demand

. Sources:
Percent: of-

.70,

12,1
w15

48|

17.5.

41

11.2

.
~49

9.7

41

0

738

41

.50 |

6.5

.40

0 )

"34

0
.33

-41

Total Production. 1.

‘Week . Percent

<130 <121 <11.5 <11.2 - <10.9 - <I0.6 <10.4 <10.2 <10.1

- Frozen

3l

Cesz |
TRT S
*?ﬁZS.OzIV“

v';gé?oz-f
f{iggﬁsz_‘,”u,

o '» : 6. 5% ! : ;

.59

.48

B 12,
715

.49

6.4
748

Tirs

"50

0

48 |

113.

.41

.65

iz
"55]

49 |
5T

50 | <49

0_~
.38

T 9.
41|

B
.55 |

0]
.50 |

.39

0

) 160~
"4l |~

m

16T
.55 |

0

40

3

733 |-

S <13 <121 <115 <11.2 0 <10.9 0 <10.6 <10.4  <10.2 £10.1- > 0

2%41,,

“L44 |

18.
25.

25.

18.

18.
25.
25.

18.

N



Sources:
Percent of

Total Production 1 2 4 5 6 7 8 9 ' Frozen  U-Pick
Week  Percent : —
: x 6.
1 6.5% .95 .70 /?g/.)g
L 12. 6.4
2 | 18.75% .75 .60 .49 .48 _
: . 11. 0 -0 13.
3 25.0% 65 .50| _~749 748 .41
1.2 0~ 5.1 0 9.7
4 25.0% .55 750 ~49 .38 .41
9 4.5 ~ 0_- 0 0 0 14.
5 18.75% 55 | 50 | _—"39 38 41| 44
. 6.5 — 0 0 ' )"
6 6.5% ~55 _40 34 | ~733 .41 44 |
Demand <13 <10.6  <10.4 <10.2 <10.1 > 0 <20

<12.1  <11.5 <11.2  <10.9

6.5

18.5

25.0

25.0

18.5

6.5

ozj_ﬂ






