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HIGHLIGfITS 

* An experimental planting of rabbiteye blueberries has been cultivated 

for ten years at the Overton, Tex~~ 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 est:i,.1IHltes in this report are based upon 

producers making extensive and expensive investments in quality 

control and market development. Wi.thout total commitment to market 

development and orderly marketing Elantingsof·the magnitude discussed 

in this report could result in extensive over:rroduction, disastrous 

prices and large losses for producers. 

* At present, Texas blueberries have an extremely limited market, which 

can justify total plantings of les~ 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 this anal~sis is to focus on the 

fresh market distribution system through supermarkets and examine 

this market. It is estimated 500 acres of Texas blueberries repre­

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 storage 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. 

v 



* Fresh frl,Jits and y~gt:!t:ables are the most rapidly growing segment of 

f3upermarket sales. Te:x:as blueberries have a price and quantity 

sales pattern similar to other specialty fruits and vegetables that 

have re~eived prgllli:t.Jm p;rie.es in this growing, profitable market. 

* Texas blueberrie$ h~v~ the problem 6f field heat. It is essential 

that field heat be removed from the harvest crop by cooling the 

berries immediately after harvest to extend product life. 

* Hand harvestillg is not a viable method for large scale production of 

blueberries. Private partnerships or cooperatives may be necessary 

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 is strongly felt aJI, area marketing effort and consistent, high 

quality are essentia.l for long run, profitable production. Without 

these, failure is certai.n. 

* Cultural practices may allow a low or no pesticide p.roduct to be mar­

keted at a significant premium. 

* U-Pick is normally felt not to be an important marketing method where 

consumer dri.ving distan~es are great. This has not been Overton's 

experiencec l.endi.ng. addcitiqnal,weigJtt to the es;tima.tes of a st.rang,. 
F .. 

grow;i.nS, market. 

* It is recommended that U:"'"pick be confined to clean up. operations at 

the end of the season. 

* It is anticipated that 'rexas Agricultural Market Research and Develop­

ment Center wi I], conduct continuing re.search~ im ma'rketing Texas blue­

berries in fresh, frozen,. and proces;sed. f'orms:· ih both domestic and 

e:x:port mal'ket.s to facil,it'ate the d'evelopment of this industry to its 

full potential which could approa.ch sales of $3D,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 potential benefits to 

producers in East Texas, blueberries offer a high potential income per 

acre on a limited number of acres. Traditional methods of marketing in 

East Texas assume anyone 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 sufficient for a sizeable 

Texas planting. 

This study initially examined the acceptance of Texas blueberries 

in the produce section of selected supermarkets. These fresh market 

blueberries were found to exhibit strong pricing patterns during a four 

week market test conducted jOintly by the Overton Experiment Station, 

the Texas Agricultural Market Research and Development Center, and the 

Safeway Corporation. Since sales per store declined eac~ weel~ during 

the test, results indicated that the Texas. fresh market, without further 

market development, will take only a limited amount (less than 40 acres) 

of fresh blueberry production at premium pricing levels. This study re­

ports that market test in detail. 

It was felt that the product has market potential beyond the Texas 

fresh market and that this crop could only make an impact on East Texas 

agriculture if an expanded market were supplied. The following market 

segments are explored in this report in addition to the Texas fresh 

market: 

1. National fresh market. 

2. Frozen and processed markets 

1 



3. Export mark~ts 

4. premium mar~ets 

Th~se market segments are described. Projected returns for pro­

dq,c~rsare calculated for each segment at volumes of production possible 

from East Texas. Finally, techniques (linear programming) are used to 

determ~ne 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 st.ated, however, these markets, including the 

maj():rity of the Texas fresh market are supplied by other regions. An·. 

aggressive, expensive marketing program must be used to: 

1. Replace other producers in existing markets. 

2.. Convert the growth in these mar~ets to sales 

for Texas blueberries. 

3~ Develop markets presently in their infancy. 

TEXAS SUPERMARKET STUDY 

During the month of July, 1981, a retail market test of East Texas 

blueberries was conducted by: 

Texas Agricuitur1;l.l Market Research Center 

Texas A&M Research and Extension Center - Overton 

TAMu Department of Agricultural Economics 

TAMU·Department of Horticulture 

with the cqoperatiQnof: Safeway Food St(lreS - Pc!'ll1;l.s Divisiol').. 

T'be o1:)j~~tives of the study were: 

1. Determine market acceptance of East Texas blueberries 

in middle and high income retail food chain stores. 

2. Develop estimat~d costs and returns potentials for 

blueberry pro due tion in East Tex.as. 

3. Provide a Preliminary estimate of the market potential 

for East Texas b1uebe'frie£ in fresllmar~et s1;l.les·within 

the North Texas 1;l.nd East Texas markets. 

Safeway Food Stores selected several supermarkets in high and middle 
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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 stor~s under standard retail con~ 

ditions. 

Standard retail sales audit procedures were used to measure sales 

on a weekly basis at each participating supermarket. Sales were calcu­

lated from deliveries, inventory 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 during the test period. How~ver, the product moved well 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 stores 

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. 
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Product 

Blueberries (pints) 

Texas 
Florida 
New Jersey 
Michigan 

Strawberries (pints) 

California 

Peaches (pounds) 

California 
Texas 
Illinois 

Oranges 
California 

Bulk (pounds) 
4 lb. bag 
7 lb. bag 

Average pounds of 
Fruit Sold Per 
Store (pt.=lb. ) 

;'-.-' 

Table 2 
BLUEBERRY RETAIL STORE MARKET TEST 

AVERAGE SALES PER STORE 

Dallas, July 1981 

High Income Middle Income 
Stores Stores 

Average Sales Average Sales 
of Each of Each 
Product Product 

350 308 
88 62 
12 

4 
454 370 

778 564 

1018 2247 
1370 2100 

280 320 
2618 4667 

1289 2222 
880 624 
228 

2397 2846 

6247 8447 

Source: TAMDRC store audits. 

5 

All Test 
Stores 

. Average Sales 
of Each 
Product 

336 
79 
8 
3 

426 

707 

1427 
1613 

260 
3300 

1600 
795 
152 

2547 

6980 
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'Table 3 
Wholesale Blueberry Prices Per Pint (pound) 

Dallas, June and July, 1981 

Date Price/Pint Percent of 6/10 Price 

6/10/81 
. 6/16/81 
6/23/81 
6/3Q/81 
7/03/81 
7/07/81 
7/20/81 
7/31/81 

$1.12 
.98 
.90 
.91 
.86 
.76 
.76 
.70 

100% 
88% 
80% 
81% 
77% 
68% 
68% 
63% 

Source: Fruit and Vegetable Whol.esa1e Market 
News - Dallas 

Table 4 compares the sales volume per store and shows generally 

. d~clin:img volume over the entire test ,~hile high income stores had 

sales per store 14 percent greater than middle income stores. 

Confidential data on customers per store during the test market 

(customer-counts) indicates sales of blueberries per customer entering 

the meqium income stores •. On the surface, this indicates a specialty" 
. . 

product which, properly marketed, would exhibit stable, premium prices .. 

Data w~snot made available regarding the total purchases per customer. , , 

The possibility remains that medium income consumers simply go to the 

store more often than high income consumers, Table 4. 

Income Area 

High 

Middle 

Table 4 
BLUEBERRY RE.TAIL STORE MARKET TEST 

Weekly Sales Per Store 

Dallas, July, 1981 

Average· Store,SQ.les Per Week 

1 

169 

109 

2 

119 

112 

3 

74 

127 

4 

90 

47 

Source: TAMRDC store audits 

Total per 
Stores 

452 

395 
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The volume data was fit to an equation using ordinary least squares 

with volume per store as the dependent variable and week of the market 

test as the independent variable. The equation: 

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

R2 .92 (6.89) 

t 6.78 

Basically this shows a typical seasonal pattern for sales volume. 

This is shown graphically in Figure 1. lt is interesting 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 average shopper presently knows no 

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

Figure 1. 
Figure 1 

Blueberry Sales/Store 

Estimated Present 
B+ueberry Weekly Sales 

Behavior Patterns in Texas Markets 
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IfTE!xas bluE!bE!rriE!s arE! madE! availablE! with consistE!nt high quality 

from YE!ar to YE!ar, it is E!stimatE!d thE! sE!asonal naturE! of thE! dE!mand will be 

mpdE!ratE!, rE!sulting in grE!atE!r volumE! and morE! stablE! salE!s. FigurE! 2 

shows thE! dE!mand that might bE! E!xpE!ctE!d aftE!r 5 YE!ars of plannE!d, ordE!rly 

markE!ting. PlE!asE! notiCE! thE! volumE! is projE!ctE!d to grow during the pE!ak 

of harvE!st, WE!E!ks two through fiVE!, FigurE! 2. 

Pints/StorE! 

150 

14,0 

130 

120 

110 

100 

FigurE! 2 

BluE!bE!rry SalE!s/StorE! 
ExpE!ctE!d Future BluE!bE!rry 

SalE!s PattE!rn in TE!xas MarkE!ts 

~'c~ 

. " " . 

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Using confidE!ntial data and OVE!rton yield data, it is thE! conclusion 

of this. tE!stthat thE! frE!sh ntarkE!t w:ithin Texas for bluE!bE!rries consumE!d 

within thE! production pE!riod for TE!xas bluE!berrfes would support only 40 

acrE!S oicomnlE!rcial production basE!d on July, 1981 salE!s • 

. RE!sE!arch on storagE! lifE! at OVE!rton and markE!t studiE!s in gE!ographic 

ar.E!as~ wherE! TE!xas has a locational advantagE! indicatE! a much largE!r markE!t 

8 
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than Texas can be served for a longer period than the four weeks of the 

teE;;t. This re$ults in an estimate of afresh market for 400 acres of 

production at 12,000 pound/acre. 

In the future, fresh fruits and vegetables will benefit fromcll~nging 
, , 

,cons1,.lmer preferences tc:>wardsfresh produce and the growing import~Il~~'of 
the fresh produce departments for supermarkets. 

Retailers are responding by placing their primary emphasis on the 

produt:!e department. Produce departments have become the "image makers" 

for the store. Within this category, the specialty fruits, like blue­

berries, are the single fastest growing segment, rising from almost zero 

only a few ,years ago to as much as five percent of totcllproducesales' 

in some supermarkets. Demand for specialty fruits, fueled in part by 
the recent interest in gourmet cuisine and nutrition, is expected to 

increase. ' 

RECENT TRENDS IN PRODUCE: STATUS OF THE PRODUCE DEPARTMENT 

A 1982 survey by Advert:isingAgemagazine of six major, U.S. metro­

politan areas has shown that the produce department is now the leading 

iishopp~r draw"-- the primary "point of difference" for many retailers. 

A ,few years ago, supermarket produce departments ,carried as feW'as 

60 items. Today, they carry an average of 125 items with super stores 

handling as many as 200 pioduee items. 

The entire specialty area is growing very rapidly. Moreover, a 

short time ago, strawberries, peaches and berries were specialty items, 

,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 5-6%, range. Today, the produce department' 

commonly accounts for 7-8% of sales with some stores at 11-12% and even 

higher. 

A Krogerexecut,ive presented the following 197 5 to 1981 sales growth 

figures at the recent Food Marketing Institute convention in Chicago: 

*Green topped carrots and radishes up 1100% 

*Whitecorn 1,.lp 1173% 
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'. 'ei~l, fr~e:dngalldstorage cost~'accouuted forl3..;c~nts per pound. 

"",,' 

, .. _: ... ' .... , 



These berries were used for several end .. uses. Some were repack­

aged as frozen blueberries. Blueberries have an up.usual characteristic 

in that when frozen in a 30 pound box, if. the box is given a sharp 

jolt while frozen (Le. dropped) the fruit separates and can be. te- . 

packed as individual quick frozen (IQF) fruit. 

A very small perc.~nt of th.eharves,t goes directly withoutfreez/:Lng 

to markets such as pie fillers, jelly and jam producers, syrup rrianu""". 

facturers,. etc. 

During 1981-82, approximately 30% of the processed blueberries 

were exported. This is 25 percent of the total crop. Europe was a 

. major mqrket for these exports, because the European blueberry indus­

try had a short crop in 1981. The European market is mainly demap.ds 

for w.ild rather than cultivated blueberries, but U.S. production was 

acceptable to European tastes when blended with their domestic, wild 

production. The size of this market is not known. Many industry 

sources believe the 1981-82 strong European market was an exception. 

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 production is sold far in advance--adding stability 

to blueberry pricing. 

Other major producing areas have formed cooperatives that handle 

the domestic and export marketing of frozen blueberries. The coop""' 

eratives establish grades, packages, etc. and need a large volume 

of sales to function efficiently. In Michigan, for example, the 

statewide blueberry cooperativ~ has joined with cherry producers to 

jointly market processed products. 

The earlier portion of this study shows that Texas production has 

a distinct advantage over other areas in fresh market production. 

Later sections will show the peak ·haryest is too large to be profitably 

sold in the fresh market. A marketing plan is developed showing that 

approximately 25% of the annual production of Texas blueberries will be 

best utilized as frozen blueberries. These will be available for pro­

cessing during the third and fourth week of a six week harvest. 



Be~au.s'eofthe early nqtureof the Texa~crop artdw(rr.~ dqn.eoy.the 

()ve.rt;onEx~griI1iene 'St;qt::Louon exte:ri.ding storage life' of freS}:l 'be:r;ries, 

under currentcondit:ion~ 25 percent of thE:l. c:rnp going 

This is much lessthau the 

that: the processedl£rozen market, is ne.ithera 

nprdumping market. It has rigid quality standarqs. To compete in 

thIs market,Texas .blue.berrieswill have to maintaj:n startdardsas higJi as 
. , ' . " . - -

, , 

otherprodticing 'ar eas~ To initiallypenetratethismarl~et, ast;rategy of 

qtiality.ai;love the industryst:andards would be preferable to a price below 
;"'. - '-, 

t;he,prevaiTingprice. Other producing areas coulc} simply meet a reduced 
, - '- . -,.' ". 

uqtdup.li(!ate·a sq.periorpack once their harvest 

, . 

possibility for imaginative matketiriginthe frozen/ 

Long term contracts?:re possibleanda.pack 

~sing met:ric weights might give a competitive advantagewithmilJ;imal 

costs~ 

market segment in Fartner to Consumer Dj::rec.t' 
- - , . ~ 

Mark.eting o~Fruits and Vegetables in East Texfls, (1981, .p. 1) the. Texas 
. -.': -, -," -' '.' :,'-" -' ,."',.' 

, Agrieult:1lr.a1 Market Rese.arehandDeve.lopment Genter stfltes; 

Pfck .... your-"ownmarketj:ng of fruits and'vegetab1es'has 

flourished be(!ause p:rodueing, 

away from theprinclpal 

Dri"ingdistances m:i:tigate against u:rba~ites making 

the,farms. 

harvest seasollae Ove:rton found pick-your~owncustomers 
. " 

in excess of sixty miles to harvest theirownblue1)erries. 

charged 50 cents per pint (pound) and it was necessatyto 

this for more than collection and damcigelitQitatioI). 

purposes. Customers were found arguing overwl1ich bush they could har­

'\Test. S01ll,¢ peace keeping was needed. 

Overton also supplied ungraded,mechaniGally harvested berries 



.•.. ;. 

~ , ". 

.. . '," 

' .. ;. 

'.;" 

~. .' 

:,13.' 

. j .. ' 

". . .. 
. . 

.. at75.cents.p~+, pirtt.· (i>d:y.p.d)ari:d'follhd cU,stomers equally pleasedwiJh . 
" :", 

pi,ck"'yotlr.-,~#,a;tp~c¢Iltsa :pint./ 

.()bv:i.QllslY~thi~~~k~t segment is' ~~all and would not. be 'ami!jor, 

,~~~£()r,in lp.pgeacf~~~e.Iti~int:~r'e$,t~ng in . that itiTldi6afes:"a",.' 

"s't't-auge,j ~a~i$hdfb~ fresh. blkeberr :fes' than . ~duld 'beexpectedfrom:'~~':': 
':~e~ieri~e~i~hotheff~6~t~ ~nd ~eget~ble~. .,\::~.i 

' .. ' ':sP~2IA~TYMARK~Ts 
; " 

.T~X~s'bl11~ber.tiea,~ave:b.'7ep~~o4,u~,~d' atOvertonwithouts,.ny~ch~in:i~ 
ca.l : sprayiAgprogram •. ,Qth~r 'pr"duciI}g/i+eas have ,'p+od~ction progr~nis 
tliatrequi;r:e,B.,sIl1anyasSeyeI(insect:;lc;ideapplic/itioiis eachseaSPI.).o ..... . 

··Cuit.ura.ipract:ic:es:areIlot·~i;P9i~#)11 of~JiiS study ~ ... b~t. sirtc'ehi~h,,:;' ... . 

. quali1:y~ freshma;:tket bEn.'r:ies~anbe produced without pesd_tides"untif 

'.$pray1rig' isrequi:tecl', this' offer~. a market competitors .c·a~not'~~p~iy~ ." 

Growip.g conStllller '. intere~fin ft~$b, :fruits and. vegetaples hA~b~~n 
," ,. '.' . . '-' .. '-' 

'sh()Fn. Gtowingconstllller con~~il1.()ver pesti~ide levelshas arisen.>It 

: .w0u.ldbe' I?()~sible,Fo. 1I18;r~etir.~~h, TeJ{as bltieberri~s cl,?arlyi~eI1ti{~~d 
, ... '. ,". ,asha~ingtlOpestitfd.e~~si(h:~al.a.ndiw~el?tJcides used intl}eti' .pro,~' 

. ···ductton.:a$. a .>sup~riorpt"qdllct ••...• With no other producirtg area supplyiIlg 

·(p:table1:;Osupply)thie;.product:, the· entire North.Americanmarket 

. ·wo~l.d; be,ope:n. . . '.' .' '. ... . 

.... S~ch~,pro<:lti9-t cpuld be,~learly :id¢Iltified .qn the cl,ea;' plastic. 

"coy~riIlg Qn e~chp,l.ntc:.o1l6iiner ,'witlt no extra producti'ori· c:osts other 

than those e~periencedi.ri fresh berry f:!a1eS.. In addition, t~alatger 

'~rket,thesebe~ries ". cO\lldcomrumd apt"emitimofup to. 30percE;nt over 

',r~~tllai fr'~sh. bluebe.rr.i~$~ndamorestabl~· 1I18;rket. 

, .. ' Since both TeXas fresh blueberries' .and those sold as health food 
.' ; .. ~ " . 

wotild.be . the :ident~cal Pllys~(!aT p:r;6ciuc.t, except for ,th~()ver~wrap'atld 
thep~:tc;e'.,ri.gidc9ntrol . ofthi~'marketing would be essentialto .. ,~ap~ .. ' '. 

'tureCind inai~:tairtthe pr~ium f~~nino 'pesticide blueberries, which could .. ' 

,be $afelyeatendfrectly fr()mthebox .• 
. ..... . . . . 

A s:tmilarprenriummarket:maY'pe av~d.iable· for CQnSUmerpac:kagef3" 

Of.fr.o~enhlueQe~ries ,which Texasco~ld sllpply. 

" , .... 

' ... " 
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OPTIMUM MAR.I<ETING 

•. Several potential market segments have been discussed for East 
. , 

Texas blueberry production~'rhes'e market segments have differing 

pricing structures and different returns to prod.ucers. ' To determine 

, what portion of the production could be sold: in market segments that 

reSult in maximum returns toprodl.lcers, a linear program was developed. 

This p.rogram (which is detailed in the Appendix) indicated that during 

the S,:i:.x week production period: 

1. . The entire first week's harvest should be sold in the 
fre,sfr market. 

2. The entire second week's harvest should he sold. in the 
fre.sh market, but it will be necessary to storeinre­
frigerated storage one-third of the second week's harvest 
for ,sale in the third through fifth weeks of the harvest~ 

3. One half the third week's harvest should be sold in the 
fresh, market during the week it is harvested,. The bah­
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.OnefHth 
of the week's harvest sh()l.lld be s,toreg in refrigerated 
storage for sale in thefreslhIiia.:pketduring the sixth 
w¢ekof the harvest. The balance should'befrozenand 
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 fre~h market as harvested. , The 
balance sho.uld be cleaned up through pick yourself op..,. 
erations. 

. ' . 
During the second through fifth weeks, it is estimated that a.s 

much as 10 percent of the ,entire crop will be in cold storage awatting 

sale in the fresh market.' Storage must be available. 

During the harvest, over half the total crop will move directly 

into the fresh market with minimal storage. It will be necessary to 

remove field heat quickly from this production. Extensive and expensive 

cooling is essential. Overton's experience indicates a five day product 

life for blueberries without the field heat promptly'renioved by cooling. 

The product life is extended for more than a month if field heat is 

removed. 
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DuriIlgthe 'thiJ;d anc;lfourthweeksoftheharvest ,when production 

at itspeak~ appfoximately 25 percent of . the total crop' ~hould.be> 

Freezins'operations :will l~st only two weeks . In all proba­

commercial freezingandcoldst~qrage will be utilized. 

mayhe.used .to complete the qarvest in 

. ; . ," 

. . 

is d,epe:n,dent. upon cooling capacity to 
'. " 

field, heat, .coldstori;tg(Jor fresJ1berJ;ies,and freezing and froz·en 
::, :':' ; -. -,,' , .' 

stpragec~pacity.Naturally, this wil;lvary amongproducers,butfdr 
. . . 

the entire. production oEBast Te:?Cq.s b14eherries the above will hold; 

It is estirn.atedthat .. a crop>marketed under the above 
:' .'. '. '," " . . . . 

progral1l would net to grow~ts55. 7 C~tlt~ per pound after packing , . 
. . 

t.ainer, freezing,. cooling, ttanspprtationand 

ducted. Income (net) froin atwertty-'five acre p~antingis estimated to 

he in excess of $:\..00,000 per yearbef()retaxe~ after the .. planting 

reaches full production in the sixth year based ona yield of 12,000 

. pound s per. acre, rnechaniCCllllarves t ing artd af ollowirtg . of the linear 

programming developed marketing plan. 

Without mechanical harvesting, it is estimated income for a 25 

acre plantation under the marketing plan would fall to $55,000 Hthe 

~ntjxecrop could be harvested. It is doubtful, based on t).1e experi­

ence in the Overton planting, that the crop could be harvested by hand 
. . 

ina manner dependable enough to meet the demands ofa reasonable market 

plan and could quite ppssibly result in cOntinuing losses to the grower. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

It is reco.mnendedthat an expansion of East Texas blueberry pro,'"" 

duction be underta.ken only after provisions for adequate investment. .in 

orderly marketing are made. 

It is recommended that Texas producerstakeadvantage.of their 

early production crnd concentrate on the fresh market. It is further 

recommended that producers recognize that highest quality is necessary 

fOr long run profitability and collectively (at the very least) establish 



.:,: .~. : 

::: ••• , •••••••• c 

.' .,., 

. -' . ~ 

·····i6······ 

.' .' .. ' 

q\l:al~tY. s.t~l'ldards.forbl\leberr;i.e$ slIi,pped out'bfthe ·prod~c.tion .area 
. . . .. 

··.as hi,.sllorh;i.ghertha,n those of competing areas of prod ucti OR. 

"It isreconunend,e<l that the pr9duction bedist:ribu,tedin,the . 

l1atiLonalmarket'intho~,e areas Texas prod.nctionen,joys aregi;onal 

.. ~(fv~t~ge'ap.d·· t:hafth~"Jllechan:lS,tt1':$UChas. a cooperative .• mark~ting,··· 
'()ffi~eo~ ,$ ne~work of brokers be established in advance 9£ major 

". '>procl~~ ~io~ •. " ' .' 

Aspel);etrat!on ofj:1:le. natiQll,al fresh market :Lsa('.1i i~ed, it is 

•. i,~¢~~nde4 ..• ~hat~hefFo~:en/proce~sedl~port markets be .• developed . 

: '.·wit:h:::~ ,s'tt:~tegy of higher qual,ity than. competing areas and paqkaging· 

·~speei.fica~iy designed for export •.. 

:P,r.¢~ent r~cOllll!lend~t{ons .are fora,n expan.sion of~creage 'to· 500, 

t()tal ~cr~s; hut, asfrO,Z~ri/proce~$e<iJ:exportmarkets areq,evelOPed, .' 

'. the~lant:il,1g:re~{)1iJtilendatio~scou).di~l(:rease, ·to 2500 acres as the' . 

accept~nce: of Texas ,pr.Qduct:donclellelops~. . 

-Highcap~talcosts ~or cooJ,ing;· stprage andlll~chanicalharvest~· 

in.8wp uld}>e, spr¢a,d~,am01;igblu~perryp:r.od~cers, by·. cooperat(veef·£orts .. 

such as jOint . ownershiPofeqUipm~iltor:c:~'~t9iIJ;,QP~rat:10ns •. " If these. 

arepu.t in pl~cet the',.min:i.Inumsfz'ed ec(')nomicp;anting c'ould he reduced • 

p' .... 
.~.\~ . 

.. , ..... ; 

.' ... : 

". '."" 

" . 
" ...... 
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APPENDIX 



Destinations: 
Fresh Market During Week: 

Linear Program 

Sources: 
Percent of 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 U-Pick Total Production Frozen· 

Week Percent 6.5 
1 6.5% 

= 18.5 
2 18.75% 

3 25.0% 
25.0 

= 25.0 
4 25.0% 

= 18.5 
5 18.75% 

6.S 
6 6.5% 

Demand <13 <12.1 <l1.S <11.2 <10.9 <10.6 <10.4 <10.2 <10.1 > 0 <10 
" 

Sources: 
Percent of· 

Total Production 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Frozen U....,Pick 

Week Percent 
= 6.5 

1 6.5% 

2 18.75% = 18.5 

3 25.0% 25.0 

4 25.0% = 25.0 

5 18.7S% = 18.5 

6 6.5% 6.S 

~12~L<11.S __ - c __ <11.2':10.9 . <10.6 <10.4 <10.2 - - ... - -



1 L.Li~.l .1tJ61,11ll 
Fresh Market During ,t.Jeek: 

Sources: 
Percent of 1 2 3 4 5 

Total Production 6 7 8 9 Frozen U"""Pick 

---_.,--
.Week Perc.ent 6 .. 5 --- -

1 ----
18.5 

2 

3 25.0% 
25.0 

25.0 
4 25.0% 

18.5 
5 18.75% 

6.5 
6 6.5% 

Demand <13 <12.1 <11. 5 <11.2 <10.9 <10~c6 <10.4 <10.2 <10.1 > 0 <10 

Sources: 
Percent of 

Total Production 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 Frozen U..,.Pick 

Week Percent 

1 6.5% 
6.5 

2 18.75% 18.5 

3 '25.0% 25.0 

'4 25.0% 25.0 

5 18~.75% 18.5 

6 6.5% = 6.5 

Demand' <13 <12.1 <11.~ <11 .. 2 <10.9 <10.6<10.4 <10~2 <10.1 > 0 



Sources: 
Percent of 

Total Production 1 

Week Percent 

1 6.5% 

2 18.75% 

3 25.0% 

4 25.0% 

5 18.75% 

6 6.5% 

Demand <13 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Frozen U-Pick 

<12.1 <11.S <11.2 <10.9 <10.6 <10~4 <10.2 <10.1 > 0 < 20 

6.5 

= 18.5 

25.0 

25.0 

18.5 

6.5 

N 
o 




