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>rice instability has long characterized the market for citrus fruits.
The citrus industry has recognized the need for minimizing abrupt changes
in price. Grower and shipper organizations have made progress in develop-
ing quality standards, and regulated distribution of their product through
marketing agreements. Improvements have been made in packing, handling,
and sales promotion. In addition, continuous research in the physical
sciences has improved the quality of citrus fruits and led to the develop-
ment of important processed products. Despite the efforts of these groups,
abrupt price fluctuations, both within seasons and inter seasonally,
continue to occur.

The Bureau of Agricultural Economics began reporting prices on fresh
oranges in 1919. These data indicate the relative inflexibility of market-
ing charges during short periods of time. During most of the la3t 33 years
prices received by orange growers fluctuated sharply from year to yeer,
while changes in marketing charges were gradual. This indicates that sharp
changes in returns to growers are largely the result of retail-price fluctu-

ations rather than changes in the marketing charges. In the long run,

however, marketing charges for oranges do not remain fixed hut vary con-
siderably in response to changes in wage rates and other elements of cost.

Because of the adverse effects of an unstable market on growers' re-

turns, the United States Department of Agriculture was requested to examine
the marketing process and to recommend improvements in handling and distri-
bution when possible. Several studies relating to specific aspects of
costs and efficiencies iVi marketing oranges are now in progress. When
completed, these studies should be of considerable help in solving some of
the basic problems in marketing. The study on which this report was based
covered only a part of the over-all problem. It included a survey of the
marketing channels for oranges sold in two large cities and a detailed
analysis of tne factors associated with the variations in retail margins.
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MARKETING CHARGES FOR ORANGES SOLD IN PITTSBURGH AND CLEVELAND

By Dehard B. Johnson, Agricultural Economist

INTRODUCTION

Pittsburgh and Cleveland are important markets for both California
and Florida oranges. The prevailing prices, quantities sold, and varie-
ties available during any given period in these cities depend in part
upon seasonal factors, the condition of the crop, and market conditions
in general. An introductory discussion of the general pattern of market-
ing oranges will, therefore, be helpful in analyzing the market for
oranges in these two cities.

Both Navel and Valencia oranges are produced in California. Navel
oranges usually become available in November and reach a seasonal peak in
March with the season ending in June, 1/ The season for Valencias extends
from April through November, with peak production occurring in early fall.
During the 19^9-50 season, total production of California oranges included
38 percent Navel and 62 percent Valencia oranges.

Several commercial varieties of oranges are grown in Florida. Early
and midseason varieties are marketed from October through March. The
Pineapple orange is the most important of the midseason varieties.
Valencia oranges, which constituted about 43 percent of the crop in 1949-

50, are available from February through June. During January, February,
and March small quantities of Temple oranges are marketed. These are a
specialty fruit and bring a substantial premium in price. They are not
included in this report.

Data for this study were collected in Pittsburgh from December 1949
through June 1950. As this period includes most of the California Navel
orange season and only the first part of the California Valencia orange
season, the analysis pertains chiefly to the market for Navel oranges.
In the case of Florida oranges, the Pineapple variety was marketed during
December through March, while sales of Valencias predominated from April
through June. Thus, the analysis of the market for Florida oranges per-
tains to the bulk of the Pineapple season, followed by the Valencia season,
and includes significant quantities of unclassified varieties during the
winter months.

In Cleveland the data were collected from February through June. This
period includes a large part of the California Navel season and the first
part of the Valencia season. Florida oranges marketed during this period
include the last of the Pineapple orange crop followed by substantially
all of the Valencias. Included also are some unclassified oranges.

1/ Seasonal marketing periods for the various varieties of oranges can
only be approximated. Weather conditions largely determine when the crop
will reach maturity and the length of the marketing period.
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Oranges sold in the sample stores in Pittsburgh consisted of 49 percent
California fruit and 51 percent Florida fruit, classified as in ta"ble 1.

In Cleveland the sample stores sold 39 percent California oranges and
61 percent Florida oranges ( ta"ble 1).

Table 1. - Distribution of sales of oranges in sample stores, by
varieties, Pittsburgh, December 1949-June 1950. and Cleveland,
February-June 1950

Variety and
State of origin

Pittsburgh Cleveland

California :

Navel :

Valencia :

Unclassified

Percent

73

5
22

Percent

87
11
2

Florida :

Pineapple :

Valencia :

Unclassified :

29

30
41

23

75
2

The unclassified California oranges consisted of either Navels or
Valencias, which could not be accurately classified when the data were
gathered. The unclassified group of Florida oranges, however, contains
both those that were not positively identified and, especially during the

earlier months of the season, miscellaneous varieties of oranges that did
not occur in large enough quantities to warrant separation into individual
groups

.

California oranges are generally sold in 1 2/5 bushel boxes having a
net weight of 77 po\inds. Most Florida oranges are sold in 1 3/5 bushel
boxes having a net weight of 90 pounds. Where boxes of oranges are re-

ferred to in the text of this report, these sizes apply.

Most oranges are sold in retail stores in one of three ways — by the

pound, prepackaged in $- or 8-pound net bags, or by the dozen. Practically
all sales in Pittsburgh and Cleveland were by the dozen. However, some

prepackaged fruit was sold in both cities (table 2). Oranges sold in bags
were not included in the analysis that follows because such sales did not
occur in significant quantities.
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Table 2. - Oranges sold in prepackaged net bags, as a percentage
of all sales,- Pittsburgh and Cleveland, season 1949

State of origin Pittsburgh
,

Cleveland

California :

Florida :

Percent

0.2

.9

Percent

0.0
3.2

SUMMARY

Oranges sold in Pittsburgh and Cleveland during the winter and spring
of 1949-50 brought growers a price (at the packing-house door) that was
substantially higher than the average for all oranges they sold during
this period.

Dates of retail sales included in the study were from December through
June for Pittsburgh, and February through June for Cleveland. Because the
data cover a different time period in each city exact comparisons between
cities cannot be made.

Prices received by growers during these periods for oranges delivered
at packing house were: $2.99 a box (36.0 percent of the retail price) for
California oranges sold in Pittsburgh; $3.24 a box (37.5 percent of
retail price) for California oranges sold in Cleveland; $2.69 a box
(37»1 percent of the retail price) for Florida oranges sold in Pittsburgh;
and $3.13 a box (40.3 percent of the retail price) for Florida oranges
sold in Cleveland.

Services performed at the shipping point averaged $1.16 a box for the
California oranges and $1.03 for the Florida oranges. In each instance
this was about 14 percent of the retail price in Pittsburgh, and a little
more than 13 percent of the retail price in Cleveland.

Transportation charges for California oranges averaged $1.64 a box
(19.7 percent of the retail price) to Pittsburgh and c;i.63 a box (18.9
percent of the retail price) to Cleveland. For Florida oranges, transpor-
tation cost SI. 11 a box (15.3 percent of the retail price) to Pittsburgh
and 51.31 a box (16.9 percent of the retail price) to Cleveland.

Of the lots of fruit traced back to point of shipment, brokerage was

charged on 22 percent of the California oranges and 45 percent of the

Florida oranges sold in Pittsburgh, and 22 percent of the California oranges
and 35 percent of the Florida oranges sold in Cleveland. For the lots upon
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which "brokerage was charged it averaged $0.10 per box for California oranges
and $0.07 per box for Florida oranges in Pittsburgh, " and SO. 09 per box for
California oranges and $0.02 per box for Florida oranges in Cleveland,

The margin covering wholesale distribution averaged $0.57 a box (6.9
percent of the retail price) for California oranges sold in Pittsburgh and
$0.60 a box (again 6,9 percent of the retail price) for California oranges
sold in Cleveland. Wholesaling also cost $0.60 a box (8.3 percent of the

retail price) for Florida oranges sold in Pittsburgh and $0.50 a box (6. it-

percent of the retail price) for Florida oranges sold in Cleveland.

Retail margins averaged $1.93 a box (23.3 percent of the retail price)
for California oranges sold in Pittsburgh and $2,01 a box (23.2 percent of
the retail price) for California oranges sold in Cleveland. For Florida
oranges, the retail margins were $1.77 a box ( 2^,4 percent of the retail
price) in Pittsburgh and $1.79 a box (23.1 percent of the retail price)
in Cleveland.

The total retail sales value averaged !>8.30 for California oranges
sold in Pittsburgh; $8.6.5 for California oranges sold in Cleveland; $7.25
for Florida oranges sold in Pittsburgh; and $7.76 for Florida oranges sold
in Cleveland. These estimates of retail sales values are based on the

quantity of oranges in a box leaving the grower's hands that actually
reach the consumer after those that spoiled enroute have been taken out.
The actual retail price of a box of oranges with those that spoiled enroute
replaced by good ones would be slightly higher.

TTnder the conditions of this study, California orajiges sold for more
than those from Florida. There seem to be several reasons for these
differences, some of which can only be guessed. From February through
June, most of the Florida oranges sold in Pittsburgh and Cleveland were
Valencias, while most of the California oranges (which sold at a higher
price) were Navels. Not enough of the California Valencia crop was sold
during this period to make a direct comparison.

The data already cited show that the California growers got more for
their oranges than the Florida growers; the services that were performed
at the shipping point cost more in California than in Florida; transpor-
tation to Pittsburgh and Cleveland (as would be expected) cost more from
California than from Florida but there was virtually no difference in the
cost from California to Cleveland or to Pittsburgh while the cost from
Florida was much higher to Cleveland than to Pittsburgh, the latter being
due to the nature of the rail rate structure. The ranking of wholesale
margins, from highest to lowest, was California oranges in Cleveland and
Florida oranges in Pittsburgh (the same); California oranges in Pittsburgh;
Florida oranges in Cleveland.
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Part, but not all, of the apparent higher price for oranges in

Cleveland than in Pittsburgh is due to the fact that the price of oranges
rose during the time of the study and the averages for Pittsburgh included
December and January when prices were lower than from February through
June. Moreover, the sales in December and January included a large share

Of the Florida Pineapple orange crop, whir:h generally sells at a lower
price than Florida Valencias.

Practically all oranges were sold by the dozen in Pittsburgh and
Cleveland and, of course, there were substantial differences in reported
prices among large, medium, and small fruit. In order to make realistic
comparisons among prices of various sized oranges it was necessary to
convert prices per dozen to prices per pound. This was done for both
California and Florida oranges based on the average number of oranges
per pound sold in each size group. In both Pittsburgh and Cleveland,
medium-sized oranges sold at retail for the highest price per pound;
small oranges were next; and large oranges were the cheapest, per pound.

In both Pittsburgh and Cleveland, group I stores handled a higher
percentage of large oranges. 2/ No particular sizes predominated in the
other 6tore groups. Both retail prices and margins were lowest in group I

stores for all except Florida oranges sold in Pittsburgh, where group II

stores had the lowest average margin and group III stores the lowest
average price. In general, the smaller stores (groups III and IV) took
a larger margin on both California and Florida oranges. They did not,
however, charge a consistently higher price.

2/ All retail stores were divided into four groups, according to their
method of buying oranges. Group I stores buy in carload lots. Group II

stores buy (in less than carload lots) directly from initial receivers.
Group III stores buy both from initial receivers and secondary handlers,
but pick up their purchases in their own trucks. Group IV stores buy
oranges delivered-at-store from service wholesalers or trucker-jobbers.
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PITTSBURGH

The following analysis of marketing oranges in Pittsburgh was based
on data collected in 30 sample stores from December 19^9 through June 1950.
Data covering 463 lots of fruit were traced back to point of shipment.

Marketing Charges

Grower' 8 share . - Oranges sold in Pittsburgh brought an average return
to growers of $2.99 for a 77-pound box of California fruit and $2.69 for
a 90-pound box of Florida fruit delivered at the packing-house door.
These prices represent a return of 36.0 percent of the consumer's dollar
for California oranges and 37.1 percent for Florida oranges (fig. 1).

According to the average prices reported for the 19^9-50 season,
California growers received $2.44 a box for all oranges sold in fresh form,
contrasted with a return of 32.99 a box for oranges sold in Pittsburgh.
Similarly, Florida orange growers received an average of 32.54 a box for
all oranges sold fresh compared with a return of $2.69 a box for sales
in Pittsburgh. 2/

Shipping-point services . - The cost of shipping-point services aver-
aged 31.16 a box for the 1949-50 season in California for a margin of
14.0 percent of the consumer's dollar in Pittsburgh. In Florida, the cost
of these services averaged $1.03 a box, resulting in a margin of 14.2
percent of the price paid by consumers.

Shipping-point services include advertising, inspection, and selling
as well as the actual packing operation. California oranges are practi-
cally all marketed through large grower-owned associations, which perform
all necessary functions and prorate the costs to the individual members.
In Florida a large number of both independent growers and associated
groups handle the marketing functions. In addition,, the Florida Citrus
Commission maintains quality controls and conducts an advertising campaign,
the cost of which is borne by a tax on each box of fruit shipped.

Transportation . - Transportation charges for moving oranges from
California to Pittsburgh averaged $1.64 a box. This represents a margin
of 19.7 percent of the consumer's dollar spent for California oranges.
Charges for transporting oranges from Florida to Pittsburgh averaged $1.11
a box for a margin of 15*3 percent of the consumer's dollar. Cost of

transportation includes freight, protective services, and Federal tax.

A break-down of the transportation charges is given in table 3«, The lots

of California oranges traced back to shipping point were all shipped by
rail. Florida oranges moved by both truck and rail.

j}/ Average prices received by growers and shi"oping-point costs for the

1949-50 season were calculated from information contained in: Statistical
Information on the Citrus Industry, California Fruit Growers Exchange,
Los Angeles, Calif., Hay 1951'. and the Annual Fruit and Vegetable Report,

Florida State Marketing Bureau, Jacksonville, Fla., October 1951.



- 7

10

</>
r I 1

1 1
1

LU

o
2

LU o o .1

on i

=>UI
OO-,OSS

O
Z
o
o

RANG
19-June

195
cn "«*j o
c * id a

?•?©?-.£
:= ; J <»•-* «
•- —_ <U *» Q- u 3

** -C O <0 — l. o

not

<>-o
Lu

130 ^
OUJUJ
<o-

*iu9^
K (V OQ *o

LU

<
a:

ID

H
_l

O
o:

(J)

<

O * <U ^. L. k. _C Q, fa.

a > as h t/> </> a.

-*- uc ^
1- "1 **

LuOO<-n

U.

O

% t 1 t A \ Q.ZUJ
ZD

u u \ \\ \ \ \ j2>-0 <
LU

^Q < \ \\ \ \ \ *
a:

CD

CO
65

O
CO X

X

o .0)
CN o c

to
o

0) LL ooc CM *d o' <T
CO — D

00

k_ i— ^ u.

a?
_J

<
u

O
1

-^^*^^^^

(J)

LU

Z

ml 1 I

3^ \ .5 2 \ \ '• \

2-; \ * °
\ \

l i

NG
e

Store

1

\

\
>b

CO

LU

1—
_J

<
6?
CO

fes

t->.

6?
CM

fe?

~ a Ocn°
oo LO •«T

CO
CN c
CN D

O

r— e -i 5 O <
1 II o
*** 00 ><

LL i_ ._^__ u.

o<0&T 'Z^ e > i-
z

CI "0
CD

O i-

LU

< £ LU
£ °

cc

<
LU

2 a. l
I* . l 1

Q

CO

• 4\pf CO nO ^t c^ c> Z3

244770 0—53 2



- 8 -

Table 3. - The components of the total transportation cost for
oranges shipped from f.o.b. points in Florida and California
to Pittsburgh, December 1949-January 1950. l/

Item

Average charge per box
California

Actual
: Percentage
: of total

Florida

Actual
Percentage
of total

Freight
Heat or ice
Federal tax

Total

Dollars

1.49
.10

.05

Percent

91
6

3

Dollars

1.06
.02

.03

1.64 100 1.11

~T7 "Based on 463 lots traced back to shipping point.

Percent

95
2

3

100

Brokerage . - Brokerage charges averaged $0.01 a box on California
oranges for a margin of 0.1 percent of the consumer's dollar. Average
brokerage was $0,05 a box on Florida oranges, representing a margin of

o ? percent of retail.

Terminal market brokers may or may not enter into the sales trans-
action. For this reason only a limited number of brokerage charges
appeared in the samt>le. Of the 251 lots of Florida oranges traced back
to shipping point, brokerage was charged on 114 lots. The average charge
for the 114 lots was $0.10 a box. Of the 212 lots of California oranges
traced back to shipping point, brokerage was charged on only 47 lots.

Average brokerage for the 47 lots was $0.07 a box.

Wholesaling . - Oranges sold in Pittsburgh were distributed in several
ways. Some fruit was sold by carlot receivers directly to the retail
stores. In other cases it passed through from two to four wholesale
distributors before reaching the retail stores. Of the lots of oranges
traced back to shipping point, 53 percent of the California oranges and

25 percent of the Florida oranges passed through the Pittsburgh fruit

auction market.

The 212 sample lots of California oranges traced back to shipping
point were distributed as follows: 5^ lots were sold directly to the

retail stores by initial receivers, 140 lots were sold to the retail
stores by a secondary handler who bought them from the initial carlot
receiver, and 18 lots were distributed to the retail stores through a

second and a third handler in addition to the initial receiver.
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On those lots bought directly from initial receivers the average

wholesale margin was $0.54 a "box. Most of these lots represented chain-

store purchases and the costs are "book costs" rather than actual marketing

costs. On lots that were distributed through more than one wholesaler, the

initial receiver took $0.13 and the secondery distributors $0.46 a box.

The average total wholesale margin for the California oranges traced back

to shipping point was SO.57 a box, or 6.9 percent of the retail selling
price.

The 251 sample lots of Florida ors.nges traced back to shipping point

were wholesaled as follows: 95 lots were sold directly to retail stores

by initial carlot receivers; 146 lots passed through two wholesalers;

8 lots were handled by three wholesale distributors; and 2 lots were

handled by four wholesale distributors.

When oranges were sold directly to the retail stores, the initial re-

ceivers took an average margin of $0.48 a box. For those lots that passed
through more than one distributor, an average margin of $0.30 a box was

taken by the initial receiver and $0.38 a box by the secondary handlers.

The average total wholesale margin for all Florida oranges traced back to

shipping point was $0.60 a box, or 8.3 percent of the retail selling price.

P.etailing . - Charges for retailing California oranges in Pittsburgh
averaged $1.93 a box. This was a margin of 23.3 percent of the retail
selling price. Retailing charges for Florida oranges in Pittsburgh aver-
aged $1.7? a box, or 24.4 percent of the retail selling price.

Marketing fresh produce items usually involves some waste. This loss
is relatively small in the case of fresh oranges. Average waste for the
sample stores in Pittsburgh was 3«32 percent of sales for California oranges
and 2.88 percent of sales for Florida oranges. This means that, on the
average, a retailer was able to sell about 194 oranges of every 200 oranges
that he bought. In this report, the cost per dozen to the retail store
for all oranges has been adjusted uoward by an amount sufficient to allow
for the average waste.

detail margins by variety are shown in table 4 for both California
and Florida oranges. The margin indicated for Valencia oranges, most of
which were sold in June, applies to only about 5 percent of all California
oranges. California Navel and Florida Pineapple and Valencia oranges,
which accounted for the bulk of the sales during the period studied, ell
returned a similar percentage margin. Actual dollar margins, however,
were slightly higher for California fruit because of the higher price level.
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Table 4. - Average retail margins for oranges marketed in Pittsburgh
sample stores, by variety and State of origin, December 1949-
June 1950.

Margin as a percentage of retail
State of origin :

Navel Pineapple
•

Valencia

California
Florida ;

Percent

22.9

Percent

24.0

Percent

26.8

23.7

Factors Affecting Retail Price

State of origin, variety, and seasonal pattern . - As the period of
the study - December through June - included only a part of the annual
marketing period, seasonal availability of the various types of oranges
dictated the limits within which a choice of variety could be made. For
this reason sales of different varieties of both California and Florida
oranges in Pittsburgh closely followed the usual seasonal pattern.

In December, 13, 4l4 dozen oranges were sold in the sample stores, but

in January only 10,649 dozen were sold. After increasing only slightly in

February, peak sale3 were reached in March, when 14,645 dozen were sold.

Sales held through April at about the March level then dropped sharply to

11,607 dozen in June, In the 7 months during which data from the sample
stores were collected, 42,720 dozen California oranges were sold compared
to 45,327 dozen Florida oranges, 4/

The average price for both California and Florida oranges continued
upward with only slight variations through the entire period. California
oranges brought an average return of 53.2 cents a dozen, ranging from a

low of 45.6 cents in December to a high of 59.2 cents in May. The average
return for Florida oranges was 39.8 cents a dozen, ranging from a low of
28.6 cents in December to a high of 49.1 cents in June. Volume of sales
and average prices by months for both California and Florida oranges are
shown in figure 2.

From December 1949 through June 1950, three major varieties of oranges
were available on the Pittsburgh market. Florida Pineapple oranges were

available from December through March, and Florida Valencias appeared in

quantity from March through June. California Navel oranges were available

4/ None of the prices or sales volumes discussed in this report include

the sm8.ll percentage of oranges sold prepackaged in net bags, or of Florida

Temple oranges.
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during the entire period. Figure 3 indicates the relative prices among
these three varieties. Prices of Pineapple and Valencia oranges from
Florida cannot be compared on the basis of these data because they are
not marketed concurrently. During the period of the study, California
Navels sold at an average premium of $0.13 & dozen over both Florida
varieties. Prices for all oranges showed an upward trend during the
7 months.

California oranges sold in Pittsburgh from December through June were
predominantly Navels. In December, approximately 3t&46 dozen Navel oranges
were reported sold in the sample stores. Sale3 dropped slightly in January,
then continued to rise sharply until a seasonal peak was reached in April,
with sales of Navel oranges totaling 6,772 dozen for the month. As the
season came to a close, sales dropped rapidly to 4,646 dozen in May and
2,915 dozen in June. No significant quantities of California Valencia
oranges appeared until June, when 1,619 dozen were sold in the sample
stores. The sales-volume figures mentioned above indicate the relative
importance of the two varieties in the period studied. Thus, except for
June, sales of California oranges consisted almost entirely of Navels.

The trend of retail prices for California Navel oranges was upward
throughout the period studied. Prices of these oranges, which averaged
46.0 cents a dozen in December, increased to 53«5 cents a dozen in February,
then dropped off slightly in March and April before continuing to a high
of 58»7 cents a dozen in June. California Valencia oranges, which are
marKeted during the summer and fall, were first reported in substantial
quantity in June at an average retail price of 46.4 cents a dozen.

Sales of Florida oranges in the Pittsburgh sample stores from December
through June included 13.279 dozen Pineapple oranges and 13.397 dozen
Valencias. Ninety-eight percent of the Pineapple oranges were sold from
December through March and 91 percent of the Valencia oranges were sold
from March through June. Unclassified winter varieties predominated in
the market in December, slightly exceeding sales of Pineapple oranges in
that month. After December, however, unclassified fruit assumed only
minor importance. Sales of Pineapple oranges, which were consistently
high in midwinter, dropped to insignificant amounts in April as the

season came to a close. Valencias were available in small quantities
during December, January, and February, The market was divided equally
between the two varieties in March, while practically all oranges sold
during April, May, and June were Valencias.

Dominating the trend in prices of all Florida oranges, prices for

Pineapple oranges continued upward from December through April. Prices

rose steadily from 27.8 cents a dozen in December to 42.5 cents in March.

During the Valencia marketing period, prices also increased although not

so raoidly as during the earlier Pineapple-orange season. Prices for

Valencias increased from 42.5 cents a dozen in March to 49.9 cents in June.
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Table 5« - Distribution of California and Florida oranges by store groups
and by size, Pittsburgh, December 1949-June 1950

CALIFORNIA
Store group : i

and size : Dec. : Jan. : Feb. : March : April : May :
• June : Dec.-June

of orange : t

Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent : Percent
Group I !

Large : ' 58 64 51 93 59 67 53 ! 67
Medium : 42 36 49 7 41 33 *7 : 33
Small :

— — —. — — — — —
Group II :

Large : 11 7 18 9 23 37 39 : 22

Medium : 76 91 79 88 73 58 46 : 72
Small : 13 2 3 3 4 5 15 r 6

Group III :

Large :: 38 50 19 26 35 34 27 : 32
Medium : • 5* 42 72 56 38 61 53 : 53
Small : : 8 8 9 18 27 5 20 : 15

Group IV ! •

Large :• 29 60 44 52 52 55 42 : 49
Medium :

> 42 38 49 32 26 28 33 : 3M
Small :

' 29 2 7 16 22 17 25 : 17
All stores

Large :
• 40 49 30 48 40 46 36 ! 42

Medium : 52 48 65 43 ^5 49 47 : 49
Small : 8 3 5 9 15 5 17 : 9

FLORIDA

Group I ;

:

Large : 14 38 — — 36 90 83 ': 40

Medium : 41 37 81 91 62 10 1? : 47
Small : ^5 25 19 9 2 — — 13

Group II :

La rge :
— 7 6 5 — 4 • 3

Medium : 46
'

46 67 52 71 78 95 : 64

Small : 5<+ 47 33 42 24 22 1 : 33
Group III :

Large 4 5 6 1 8 12 6 : : 6

Medium : 38 34 31 38 42 42 50 : 39
• 55Small : 58 61 63 61 50 46 44 :

Group 17 :

,

Large :
— 2 4 — 11 :

: 2

Medium : 72 64 71 71 47 72 55 •
66

Small : 28 34 29 29 49 28 34 :
• 32

All stores :

Large : 4 10 2 2 14 25 27
'•

11

Medium :
• 46 42 56 5^ 5^ 48 56 s 51

Small : 50 48 42 44 32 27 17 : 38
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Size of fruit . - Preliminary examination of the field data used in

this study indicated that the many individual sizes of oranges sold in

Pittsburgh would need to "be divided into a few usable groups before any
analysis was attempted. Therefore, all oranges were divided into three

size categories — large, medium, and small. Although grouping individual

sizes to any extent precludes highly detailed analysis of size relation-

ships, the method used was considered appropriate for pirposes of this report.

California oranges sold in Pittsburgh averaged 19^ oranges per 77-

pound box for the 7 months while Florida oranges averaged 225 Pe *" 90-pound
box. Therefore, oranges from both California and Florida sold in Pittsburgh
sample stores averaged about the same in size. About half the oranges from
both California and Florida were medium-sized.

Comparison of the sizes of oranges available in each month of the

period studied revealed that Florida oranges were a good deal larger during
the later months. In December 50 percent of the Florida oranges *ere small

and only 4 percent were large (table 5). Sales of small oranges then de-
clined regularly, amounting to only 17 percent in June compared to the

sales of large fruit which amounted to 27 percent. Sizes of California
oranges did not change noticeably in the 7 months.

In order to make valid comparisons among prices of large, medium, and
small oranges, it was necessary to express them in common terms. There-
fore, based on the average-sized orange in each size group, oriees per
dozen were converted to prices per pound. With quantities expressed in

pounds, it was possible to observe more accurately the price relationships
among the three sizes of fruit. able 6 shows prices per dozen and per
uound for the .three sizes of oranges by State of origin.

Table 6. - Ketail price per .. >zen and per pound for California and
Florida oranges, by size, Pittsburgh, average Oecember 19 1'- -

June 1950.

State of origin 'rice oer

and
size of orange

Dozen
,

Pound

Cents C en t s

California
Large 64.7 9.3
Medium 52,1 1 1

.

Small 33,1 10.3
Florida :

Large ^u5 7.4
turn •f J c ft. 3

Small 31.3 7.7

244770 0—53 3
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Factors such as preference for oranges of a particular size, price
per dozen, seasonal availability of various sizes, promotional activities,
and others affect the price that household consumers will pay for oranges.

A pattern is apparent in retail prices of "both California and Florida
oranges. In both cases, when measured in pounds, medium-sized fruit
brought the highest prices, small fruit second, and large fruit the lowest.

Retail store group . - In this section a description of the price
pattern is given for each of four different groups of retail stores. £/
The retail selling price, cost price, and margin for oranges sold in each
gro\io of stores are given in table 7« These prices are listed for each
month and are divided between fruit from California and Florida. In ex-

amining this table, the orices per dozen cannot be compared among store

groups or months because the four groups of 6tores did not carry fruit
of the same size, and the size of fruit handled by any one group of

stores varied during the season. Margins expressed as percentages of
retail are the only comparable terms when, prices are expressed in dozens

of varying sizes. For purposes of analysis, it was necessary to convert
the prices to a per-pound basis. However, they are shown on a per-dozen
basis in table 7 as a matter of interest since the actual sales were
made by the dozen.

Two- thirds of the California oranges handled by group I stores were
large and one-third medium-sized during the 7 months (table 5) • In the

case of Florida oranges, *K) percent were large, 47 percent medium, and

13 percent small. Group I stores handled a high percentage of large
Florida oranges late in the season when they became available in greater
quantities. Thus, the stores in group I tended to handle the largest
fruit available throxighout the period, studied. No particular pattern of
sizes was handled by the other store groups, /ll were included, with
the medium-sized oranges predominating.

In general, all groups of stores handled whatever variety of orange
was available each month. The only notable exception occurred in June,
when group I stores continued to handle California Navels in preference
to California Valencias, which had recently become available in substantial
quantities.

As previously noted, sales of oranges in Pittsburgh were about evenly
divided between fruit from California and Florida. Sales of California
oranges in group I stores exceeded sales of Florida oranges in each month
except June, when they fell to the lowest volume of the 7 months. Sales
of Florida oranges predominated in group II stores, except in March and
April, when sales of California oranges were slightly higher. In group III

stores the sales volume of Florida oranges was highest until March. After
that it was exceeded by sales of California oranges. A similar pattern of
sales occurred in group IV stores. The relative volume of sales of
California and Florida oranges for each group of stores is given in table 8.

£/ See footnote Z/, page 5.
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Table 7. - Oranges: Quantity sold, retail price, cost and gross
margin per dozen, by store groups and by months, Pittsburgh,
December 1949-June 1950

CALIFORNIA

Sales Price uer dozen
rGross margin

Month and : :as a percent-
store group : Quantity'

Percentage : Retail :

Cost
rGross rage of retail

of total j : margin : price
• Pounds Percent Cents Cents Cents Percent

December :

Group I • H.5^5 42 46.32 40.32 6.00 13.0
Group II :

• 5,226 19 44.28 33.84 10.44 23.6
Group III :

• 8,101 29 46.92 32.76 14.16 30.2
Group IV : 2.633 10 42.60 32.16 10.44 24.5
All stores • 27.505 45.60 35.76 9.84 21.6

January :

Group I : 8,664 36 43.36 42.96 5.40 11.2
Group II : 4,033 17 50.88 39.48 11.40 22.4
Group III : 8,650 35 49.44 35.28 14.16 28.6
Group IV : 3.035 12 57.00 42.72 14.28 25.1
All stores 24,382 50.28 39.48 10.80 21.5

February
Group I ;

' 5.633 23 59.40 51.24 8.16 13.7
GrouD II : : 4,360 18 62.40 48.24 14.16 22.7
Group III 10,969 46 46.56 35.16 11.40 24.5
Group IV 3.078 13 62.38 46.92 15.96 25.4
All stores • 24J 0^K) 54.12 42.48 11.64 21.5

March :

Group I : 13,569 34 60.24 52.32 7.92 13.1
Group 11 : 8,258 21 50.52 40.08 10.44 20.7
Group III : • 13,809 34 50.64 38.28 12.36 24.4
Group IV : 4.609 11 56.28 42.96 13.32 23.7
All stores ; 40.245 53o86 42.96 10.92 20.3

April :

Group I : 8,994 22 61.08 50.40 10.68 17.5
Group II : 9,030 23 51.36 41.16 10.20 19.9
Group III : 17,023 42 49.68 35.16 14.52 29.2
Group IV : 5.157 13 54.00 42.12 11.88 22.0
All stores : 40, 204 52.80 40.32 12.43 23.6

May :

Group I : 7,800 23 65.40 53.16 12.24 18.7
Group II : 7,129 21 56.64 45.24 11.40 20.1

Group III : 13.984 42 57.00 41.28 15.72 27.6
Group IV ! 4.488 14 60.24 44.64 15*60 25.9
All stores 33.401 59.16 ^5.12 14.04 23.7

(Continued)
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Table 7. - Oranges: Quantity sold, retail price, cost and gross
margin per dozen, by store groups and by months, Pittsburgh,
December 1949-June 1950 - Continued

CALIFO

Sales

RNIA

Month and I
Price per dozen

:Gross margin
:as a percent-

store group
[Quantity^

Percentag
of total

9
;Hetall \ Cost

:Gross
: margin

rage of retail
:, orice

: Pounds Percent Cents Cents Cents Percent
June
Group I : 4,555 14 68.23 46.32 21.96 32.2
Group II : 7,006 22 60.60 43.44 17.16 28.3
Group III : 15.256 48 49.30 34.80 15.00 30.1
Groxio IV : 4,388 16 ^0^40 J37.92 12.48 24.3
All stores : ?1»7°5 ,54, 60 36.52 16.08

,
,29.5

Dec. - June
Group I : 60,760 27 57.12 47.38 9.24 16.2
Group II : 45,0^2 20 53.52 41.52 12.00 22.4
Grouo III : 37.792 40 50.23 36.36 13.92 27.7
Group IV : 27,383 13 34.72 41.40 13.32 24.3
All stores : 221,482 53.16 40.80 12,36 23.3

FLORIDA

December •

Group I • 7,174 19 30.00 23.64 6.36 21.2

Group II 10,339 27 26.88 20.52 6.36 23.7
Group III : 15.614 41 28.20 18.64 9.36 33.2
Group IV : _10§i \1.__ 31.32 21.24 10.08 32.2
All stores : 38,358 26.56 20.52 8.04 23.2

January
:

Group I ; 4,523 15 41.40 30.72 10.63 25.8
Group II ; 9,205 31 35.16 29.52 5.64 16.0
Grouo III : 12,101 40 33.12 23.76 9.36 23.3
Group IV : 4,043 14 35.16 26.23 8.86 25.3
All stores : 29,372 35.04 26.38 6.16 23-3

February :

Group I : 5,2^2 17 46.32 35.76 10.56 22.3
GrotiD II : 3,703 29 44.6^ 33.96 10.68 23.9
Group III : 11,958 39 36.00 27.34 8.16 22.7
Group IV : 4.661 15 43,92 _3_2,40 11,52 26.2
All stores : 30,564 41.16 31.56 9.60 ... 2.2*2

( Continued)
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Table 7. - Oranges: Quantity sold, retail price, coat and gross

margin per dozen, by store groups and by months, Pittsburgh,

December 1949-June 1950 - Continued

FLORIDA
:Gross margin

Sal Price
Month and :as a percent-

store group
[Quantity]

Percentage:
of total :

Retail

Cents

' Cost
:Gross
: margin

age of retail

: price

: Pounds Percent Cents Cents Percent

March *
t

Group I : 5,3^9 16 49.56 33.28 11.28 22.8

Group II : 7.443 22 46.08 35.64 10.44 22.7

Group III : 16,763 49 39.00 29.88 9.12 23.4
Group IV : 4.295 13 43.80 34.56 9.24 21.1
All stores : 33.855 42.60 32.83 9.72 22.8

April .

Group I : : 8,234 25 48.36 39.48 8.88 18.4
Group II : 7,421 22 47.88 35.23 12.60 26.3
Group III : 14,499 43 39.24 29.40 9.84 25.1
Group IV 3.499 10 40.80 32.16 8.64 21.2

All stores '

Wt*tt J+3.20 33.12 10.08 23.3

May :

Group I
'

6,827 22 50.64 40.80 9.84 19.4
Group II : 8,638 28 45.24 34.20 11.04 24.4
Group III : 12,301 40 39.24 23.44 10.80 27.5
Group IV : 3.119 10 44.64 .^2.^2 12.12 27.2
All stores '

?0 f 885 43.44 32.64 10.80 24.9

June :

Group I : 7,807 27 62.16 44.88 17.28 27.8
Group II : 9.053 32 50.40 40.92 9.48 18.8
Group III : 8,704 31 40.68 29.88 10.80 26.5
Group IV : 2.895 10 iiitio. 34.68 10.92 23.9
Ml stores : 28,459 49.08 37.20 11.83 24.2

Dec. - June :

Group I ; 45,156 20 46.32 35.88 10.44 22.5
Group II : 60,852 27 41.23 32.16 9.12 22.1
Group III : 91,945 41 36.24 26.64 9.60 26.5
Group IV : 27.693 12 40.08 30.00 10.03 25.1
All stores : 225,646 39.84 30.12 9.72 24.4
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Table 8. - Distribution of volume of 9ales of California and Florida
oranges in Pittsburgh, by store groups, December 19^9-June 1950.

State : Store group
of :

origin
I

[
II

;
in

; ;
iv

Percent Percent Percent Percent

California : 57 ^3 **9 50
Florida : 43 57 51 50

In figures k and 5» monthly average retail prices are shown for sales
of both California and Florida oranges in each store group. Also included
are the corresponding cost prices, the difference between the two being
the retail margin for each month.

The upward trend in the price of oranges from December to June is
apparent in all groups of stores. For the most part, cost and retail
prices moved together, indicating that on a monthly basis all groups of

stores adjusted their selling prices to costs. Except during months when
rapid changes in cost prices occurred, the percentage margin remained
rather constant in all groups of stores. This reflects the combined ef-

fects of the pricing methods used by all stores in each group rather than

the pricing nolicy of individual stores. Average margins for the period
were lower in groups I and II than in groups III and IV.

The average variation in price among groups of stores for fruit from

California and Florida was noteworthy during the period covered by this

analysis. The deviation in prices among groups of stores from the average
of all groups was about 3 times greater for California than for Florida
oranges ( table 9)

.
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RETAIL MARGIN FOR
CALIFORNIA ORANGES

In Sample Stores in Pittsburgh, Pa., by Store Groups,

Dec. 1949-June 1950

C PER LB.

h GROUP I

12 -Selling price-^,

A//^
8

J>**Aj-^

r / .

4 _ Cost to store _

n. i , , i

X-X-Xv>

GROUP II GROUP III GROUP IY

JAN. APR. JAN. APR. JAN. APR. JAN. APR.
CROUP J. PURCHASE IN CARLOAD LOTS (CHAIN STORES): CROUP U, PURCHASE IN LCL, FROM INITIAL RECEIVERS (CHAIN
STORES!; CROUP HZ. PURCHASE IN LCL, FROM INITIAL RECEIVERS AND SECONDARY HANDLERS (INDEPENDENT STORES);
CROUP IS. PURCHASE /N LCL. FROM SERVICE WHOLESALERS AND TRUCKER -JOBBERS (IN DE PENOE NT ST ORES)

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NEG. 48706-XX BUREAU OF AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS

Figure U,

RETAIL MARGIN FOR
FLORIDA ORANGES

In Sample Stores in Pittsburgh, Pa., by Store Groups,

Dec. 1949-June 1950

C PER LB.

GROUP I

1 2 h Selling price

\

8

4 /-

»v^*»

Cost to store

GROUP II GROUP III GROUP IY

- -

t
;

v>
t

XvX'X-.V
;::::r

*

xx-x-xv
.::.:*

¥

i , , i , 1 , , 1 1 , , 1 ,

JAN. APR. JAN. APR. JAN. APR. JAN. APR.
CROUP I, PURCHASE IN CARLOAD LOTS (CHAIN STORES): CROUP U, PURCHASE IN LCL, FROM INITIAL RECEIVERS (CHAIN
STORES); GROUP m, PURCHASE IN LCL, FROM INITIAL RECEIVERS AND SECONDARY HANDLERS (INDEPENDENT STORES);
GROUP IS, PURCHASE IN LCL, FROM SERVICE WHOLESALERS AND TR UCKER - JOB BERS (INDEPENDENT STORES)

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NEG. 48707-XX BUREAU OF AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS

figure 5.
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Table 9. - Price and deviation from the mean for California and
Florida oranges by store groups, Pittsburgh, average,
December 19^9-June 1950.

Califcjrnia Florida
Store :

group :

"Average price
per pound

Deviation
^frora the mean

Average price]

[
per pound

\

Deviation
from the mean

I

II

III

IV

: Cents

: 9.51
: 10.89
: 10.28

10.73

(}ents

-.74
.64

.03

.43

Cents

7.95
8.30
7.73
3.10

Cents

-.05

.30
-.22
.10

Mean 10.25 8.00

Average
Deviation

oM 0.17

Group I stores had the lowest average selling price for California
fruit, but they did not sell Florida fruit for as low a price as the

stores in group III. The average retail margin taken by stores in group I

was 16.2 percent for California oranges and 22.5 percent for Florida oranges
(table 10). v/ith one exception these margins varied only moderately from
month to month. In June, when California Valencias were replacing Navels
in the Pittsburgh market, group I stores continued to handle Navels and
the retail margin for the month increased to 32.2 percent for California
fruit, or about twice the average for the whole period. A sharp drop in
prices occurred in March for California oranges and in May for Florida
oranges. It was found that group I stores handled an abnormally high
proportion of large oranges during those months. Of all California
oranges sold by group I stores in March, 93 percent were large, and of
all Florida oranges sold in May, 90 percent were large.

Group II stores paid the highest average price for both California
and Florida oranges. They also sold their oranges for the highest average
price. The retail margin averaged 22.4 percent for California oranges and
22.1 percent for Florida oranges (table 10). A low margin of 16.0 percent,
which was taken in February on Florida fruit, was the largest variation
from the average. Available data offered no explanation for this variation.
A high margin of 28.3 percent for California oranges occurred in June.
This was probably exolained by consumer preference for late-season Navel
oranges.
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Group III stores paid the lowest average price for both California
and Florida oranges. Their selling price was also the lowest for Florida
fruit, hut for California fruit it was not as low as that of group I

stores. The retail margin averaged 2?. 7 and 26.5 percent for California
and Florida oranges, respectively.

Group IV stores, which sold both California and Florida oranges at
the second highest retail price, paid next to the lowest price for
California fruit. However, both store groups I and III paid less for
Florida oranges. The average retail margin for stores in group IV was

24.3 percent for California oranges and 25.1 percent for Florida oranges.

Table 10. - Cost to store, retail price, and retail margins for
California and Florida oranges, by store groups, Pittsburgh,
average, December 19^9-June 1950

Store
group

California

Retail price
per pound

Cost per
pound

t Margin

Florida

Retail price
per pound

Cost per
pound Margin

Group I

Group II

Group III

Group IV

Cents

9.5
10.9
10.3
10.7

Cents Percent

8.0
8.5
7.4
8.2

l6 s 2

22.4
27.7
24.3

Cents

8.3
7.8
8.1

Cents Percent

6.2
6.5

5.7
6.1

22.5
22„1

26.5
25,1
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CLEVELAND

The analysis of marketing oranges in Cleveland was based on data
collected in 20 sample retail stores from February through June 1950»
and on 96 lots of fruit which were traced back to point of shipment.

Marketing Charges

Grower's share . - Oranges sold in Cleveland brought an average re-
turn to growers of $3. 24 for a 77-pound box of California fruit and $3.13
for a 90-pound box of Florida fruit delivered at the packing-house door.
These prices represent a return of 37*5 percent of the consumer's dollar
for California oranges and 40.3 percent for Florida oranges (fig. 6).

According to the average prices reported for the 1949-50 season,

California growers received $2.44 a box for all oranges sold in fresh
form. For oranges sold in Cleveland during the period of this study,

they received $3.24 a box. Similarly, Florida growers received an average
of $2,54 per box for all oranges sold fresh compared to $3«13 & box for
fresh fruit sold in Cleveland. 6/

Shipping-point services . - Shipping-point services, which include
advertising, inspection, and selling as well as the actual packing oper-
ation, averaged $1.16 a box in California and $1.03 a box in Florida for

the 1949-50 season. These charges represented a margin of 13.4 percent
of the retail selling price for California oranges in Cleveland and

13.3 percent of retail for Florida oranges.

Transportation . - Charges for transporting oranges from California
to Cleveland averaged $1.63 & box, or 18.9 percent of the retail price.

Comparable charges for moving Florida oranges to Cleveland totaled $1.31
a box, or 16.9 percent of retail. A break-down of the transportation
charges which includes freight, protective services, and Federal tax is

given in table 11.

6/ See footnote J, page 6.
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Table 11. - Components of the total transportation cost for oranges
shipped from f.o.b. points in Florida and California to Cleveland,
February-June 1950. 1,/

Average charge per "box

Item
Cali fornia : Florida

\
Actual *

Percentage
of total

Actual
\

Percentage
of total

Freight :

Heat or ice
Federal tax :

• Dollars

: 1.49

.09

.05

Percent

91
6

3

Dollars

1.25
.02
.04

Percent

95
2

3

Total : : 1.63 10U 1.31 100

l] Based on 96 lots traced back to shipping point.

Brokerage . - Brokerage charges averaged $0.01 a box on California
oranges for a margin of 0.1 percent of the retail selling price. The
average brokerage charge on Florida oranges was less than a cent a box.
Because terminal market brokers do not enter into many sales transactions,
only a few brokerage charges appeared in the sample. Of the 41 lots of
California oranges traced back to shipping point, brokerage was charged
on 9 lots. The average charge for the 9 lots was $0.09 a box. Of the

55 lots of Florida oranges traced back to shipping point, brokerage was
charged on 19 lots for which it averaged GO. 02 a box.

Wholesaling . - The lots of oranges traced back from Cleveland retail
3tores to shipping point were distributed as follows: In 37 percent of
the cases, California oranges were sold by initial receivers directly to

the retail stores. The remaining 63 percent were sold to the retail
store by an intermediate distributor. About 47 percent of the Florida
oranges were sold by initial receivers directly to the retail store,
while the remaining 53 percent were sold to retail stores by intermediate
distributors.

.

The average wholesale margin for all lots of California oranges
traced back tc shipping point was §0.60 a box and resulted in a margin
of 6 ,3 percent of retail. The average wholesale margin for all lots of
Florida oranges was $0.05 a box or 6.4 percent of the retail selling p.'ice,

"Retailin g;. - Cost to the consumer of retailing California oranges
in Cleveland averaged ft 2. 01 a box, or 23.2 percent of the retail selling
price 9 Retailing charges for Florida oranges averaged Si,79 a box for a
margiu >f 23. 1 percent of reta.il

.
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Average waste for the sample stores in Cleveland was 2.55 percent

of sales for California oranges and 1.80 percent of sales for Florida
oranges. At this rate, retailers were able to sell about 195 California
oranges or 196 "Florida oranges of each box of 200 that they bought.

Retail margins varied little among the different varieties of fruit

on sale from February through June (table 12). Sales of California Navel
oranges and Florida Valencias predominated in most of the period. However,

Florida Pineapple oranges were good sellers in February and March, and
California Valencias were sold in quantity during June.

Table 12. - Average retail margins for oranges marketed in Cleveland
sample stores, by variety and State of origin, February-June 1950.

of ori gin
: Margin as a percentage of retail

State
Navel

.
Pineapple

.
Valencia

Percent Percent Percent

California 22.9 __

_

23.7
Florida _—

—

23.3 22.6

Factors Affecting Retail Price

State of origin, variety, and seasonal pattern . - In Cleveland, as
in Pittsburgh, the seasonal availability of the different varieties of

oranges was reflected in the volume of retail sales.

Sales of all oranges in the Cleveland sample stores increased steadily
from 11,528 dozen in February to 12,788 dozen in May. Sales dropped off
rapidly in June to 11,863 dozen. In the 5 months during which data were
collected, 24,753 dozen California oranges and 36,128 dozen Florida oranges
were sold.

There was a slight downward trend in the price of California oranges
during the period, while the trend in the price of Florida oranges was
upward. Volume of sales and average prices by months for both California
and Florida oranges are shown in figure 7.

From February to June 1950, three major varieties of oranges were
available in quantity on the Cleveland market. Florida Pineapple oranges
were on the market during February and March, and Florida Valencias were
available in quantity from March through June, California Navel oranges
were marketed during the entire 5 months.
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In February, sales of California Navel oranges totaled 4,173 dozen
in the Cleveland sample stores. The peak in volume of sales was reached in

April, when 5.290 dozen were sold, after which sales dropped off slightly
in May and again in June. California Valencia oranges did not appear in

quantity until June, when 2,52*4- dozen were sold in the samule stores.

Prices of "Navel oranges dropped from 60.7 cents a dozen in February
to a low of 5^*1 cents in April before increasing to 65,9 cents a dozen
in June (fig. 8). California Valencias sold for 48.8 cents a dozen in June.

Sales of Florida oranges from February through June consisted of

6,139 dozen Pineapple oranges, 27,099 dozen Valencias, and a few dozen
unclassified varieties. Sales of Valencias predominated in all months
except February, when the Pineapple variety was sold in greatest quantity.

Florida Pineapple oranges brought an average price of 43.9 cents a
dozen in February and increased to 47.2 cents as the season came to a
close in March. Prices of Valencias, which averaged 52.9 cents a dozen
in March, fell to 49.6 cents in May, then increased to 53»0 cents in June.

Size of fruit . - California oranges sold in Cleveland averaged
184 oranges per 77-pound box for the 5 months while Florida fruit averaged
190 oranges per 90-pound box. If the California oranges, which were smaller,
were expressed in terms of the larger Florida box, they would average
215 oranges to the box.

To facilitate comparison, all oranges were classified as large,
medium, or small. Only 4 percent of the California and 7 percent of the
Florida oranges were classified as small. Most of the oranges, both
California and Florida, were divided about equally between large and
medium-sized fruit.

Sizes of Florida oranges varied extensively in the 5 months. In
February, only 5 percent of the Florida oranges sold were large, whereas
17 percent were small. Sales of small fruit then decreased each month to

1 percent of the total in May and none in June. Sales of large fruit in-
creased substantially after the first month and averaged 45 percent of the
total for the entire period. Sizes of California oranges showed no sig-
nificant variation in the 5 months.

In order to make valid comparisons among prices of large, medium,
and small oranges, it was necessary to express them in common terms.
Therefore, nrice3 per dozen were converted to prices per pound, making
more accurate observation of the price relationships possible (table 13)

•
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Table 13. - Retail price per dozen and per pound for California
and Florida oranges, by size, Cleveland, average December 19^9-

June 1950.

State of origin Price per -

Pound
and

size of orange
Dozen

Cents Cents

California :

Large : 67.9 9.7
iiedium : 53.^

•

11.5
Small : 32.2 9.5

Florida :

Large : 52.6 7.2
Medium : 49.4 9.3
Small : 43.1 10.1

The price relationship among sizes was nearly the same for California
and Florida oranges. The difference between the prices of large and medium-
sized oranges was abo\it 2 cents a pound for both California and Florida
fruit. Medium-sized California oranges and small Florida oranges brought
the highest prices. But this difference may be discounted somewhat as
small Florida fruit included only 7 percent of the total volume of sales.

Retail store grouo. - In this section a description of the price
pattern is given for each of 3 different groups of retail stores, "jj The
retail and cost prices and the margin per dozen for oranges sold in each
group of stores are shown in table 1^. These prices are given for each
month and divided between fruit from California and Florida.

About two-thirds of both California and Florida oranges sold in
group I stores were large, and nearly all the remainder were medium- si zed
(table 15). These stores handled a high percentage of large Florida oranges
late in the season when they became available in greater quantities. Stores
in groups III and IV handled mostly medium-sized oranges and nearly all
the small fruit that was sold during the 5 months.

Sales of the different varieties of oranges followed closely their
seasonal availability in all groiips of stores. Group I stores made the
change to both Florida and California Valencia oranges more rapidly than
did the other stores. Their sales of Florida Valencias were relatively
high in March and sales of California Valencias were high in June.

jj See footnote 2/, page 5t and last paragraph, page ^0.
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Table 1*4-. - Oranges: Quantity sold, retail price, cost, and gross
margin per dozen by store groups and by months, Cleveland,
February-June 1950. 1/

CALIFORNIA
Sales Price per do zen rGross margin

Item
: Quantity:

Percentage
(

of total
Retail : Cost :

Gross
margin

ras a percent-
rage of retail
: price

February
Group I

Group III

Group IV

• Pounds

: 11,008
9.982

: 1.838

Percent

48
44
8

Cents

60.84
60.12
62.52

Cents

54.00
44.76
48.72

Cents

6.84
15.36
13.80

Percent

11.2
25.5
22.1

All stores 22,828 100 60.66 49.51 11.15 18.4

March
Group I

Group III i

Group IV :

: 16,146
: 13.252
: 1.859

52
42
6

60.72
57.00
65.64

52.20
42.36
48.36

8.52
14.64
17.28

14.0

25.7
26.3

All stores
: ?1»257 100 5?.^5 47.84 11.61 19.5

April J

Group I
'

Group III :

Group IV !

' 15,135
: 11.105
' 2,173

53
39
8

51.60

55.80
66.12

37.56
41.64
48.12

14.04
14.16
18.00

27.2
25.4
27.2

All stores : • 28,413 100 54.40 40.00 14.40 26.5

May :

Group I :

Group III :

Group IV :

• 13,320
: 14,539

1.623

45
49
6

60.72
56.40
63.24

50.52
41.16
46.44

10.20
15.24
16.80

16.8
27.0
26.6

All stores : : 29*482 100 5,8.75 45.69 13.06 22.2

June
Group I :

Group III :

Grout) IV :

• 8,612
• 13,482
• 1.816

36
56
8

59.88
53.76
65.64

47.88
36.00
47.76

12.00
17.76
17.88

20.0

33.0
27.2

All stores :
' 23,910 100 56.91 41.22 15.69 27.6

Feb. - June :

Group I

Group III :

Group IV :

64,221
62,360

• 9.309

47
46

7

58.32
56.40
64.68

47.76
40.80
48.00

10.56
15.60
16.68

18.1

27.7
25.8

All stores .135,890 100 57.84 44.40 13.44 23,2

(Continued)
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Table 14. - Oranges: Quantity sold, retail price, cost and gross
margin per dozen by store groups and by months, Cleveland,
February-June 1950 • l/ - Continued

FLORIDA

Item

Sales

Quantity
Percentage
of total

Price per dozen :Gross margin

Retail Cost
Cross :as a Percent-

margin :aS« of retail
: price

February
Group I

Group III

Group IV

All stores

March
Group I

Group III

Group IV

All stores

April
Group I

Group III
Group IV

All stores

May
Group I

Group III

Group IV

A.11 stores

June
Group I

Group III

Grouo IV
All stores

Feb, - June
Group I

Group III

Group IV

All stores

Pounds Percent

16.330
21,040

867

38,237

26,867
16,117
1.445

46.662

27,233
17,600
1,197

46.030

123,317
86,^4-5

1x299.
215 ,561

43

55
2

100

40.003 100

61

36

3

44,429 100

100

100

57
40

_1
100

Cents Cents Cents Percent

44.28 35.88 8.40 19,0
44.88 33.24 11.64 25.9
46.68 33.84 12.84 27.5
44.66 34.39 10.27

23,361 59 54.48 45,36 9.12
15,284 38 47.28 33.72 13. 56

1,358 3 52.80 37.32 15.48
51.69 40 .70 10.99

52.32 43.32 9.00
49.92 33.72 16.20
55.56 40. 68 14.68

51.55 39.78 11.7?

29,526 63 50.28 42.36 7.92
16,404 35 48.24 32.28 15.96

932 _2 56.64 39.36 17.28
^9.69 36.77 10.92

59 53.40 44.04 9.36
38 52.08 36.48 15.60

_J 60.12 44.52 15.60

53.30 41.18 11.92

51.24
48.24

54.36

42.48
33.84
39.12

8.76
14.40
15.24

49.9 2 38.40 11.52

23.0

16.7
28.7
29.3
21.3

17.2
32.5
26.8
22.8

15.8
33.1

3Q*L
22.0

17.5
30.0

25.9
22.4

17.1

29.9
28.0

23.1

1/ Does not include Temple variety or those sold in bags.
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Table 15. - Distribution of California and Florida oranges, by
store groups and by size, Cleveland, by months,
February-June 1950.

CALIFORNIA

Store group
and size

: February: March : April : May : June : Feb .-June

: Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent

Group I

Large ; k9 88 5* 68 57 r 65
Medium : 51 12 30 32 43 31
Small r 16 —

r 4
Group III

Large : 42 40 35 29 34 '• 36
Medium r 58 6o 65 71 46 r 60
Small :

—

-

— 20 i 4
Group IV

Large ': 39 37 <*5 47 47 i ^3
Medium
Small

All stores

t 61 63 55 53 53 i 57

Large :

': *5 65 46 47 43 :: 50
Medium :i 55 35 ^5 53 46 :. 46

Srae.ll ::
—

-

—

-

Q —

_

11 4

;
. FLORIDA

Group I :

Large :
• 10 61 83 85 81 69

Medium :
• 86 39 17 15 19 : 30

Small : 4 — — —- : 1

Group III :

Large : 2 9 18 6 23 ! 11
Medium : 72 64 60 91 77 : 73
Small : 26 27 22 3 —- : 16

Group IV :

Large : 6 19 29 58 ! 23
Medium : 58 68 75 71 42 : 63
Small 42 26 6 —

-

: 14
All stores :

Large : 5 40 58 56 58 ; ^5
Medium : 78 49 34 ^3 42 : 48
Small ; 17 11 8 1 : 7
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Florida oranges made up about 61 percent of the sales in Cleveland
from February through June 1950. Group I stores sold 66 percent Florida
oranges and group III stores sold 58 percent Florida oranges (table 16).

Group IV stores, with a relatively small part of total sales, were the

only stores that handled relatively more California oranges. These
oranges made up 62 percent of the sales of this group of stores. In all

groups of stores the ratio of sales of California to sales of Florida
oranges was constant throughout the entire 5 months.

Table 16. - Distribution of volume of sales of California and
Florida oranges in Cleveland, by store groups,
February-June 1950.

Store group
State of origin

; i III
:

« •
IV

California :

Florida :

Percent

34
66

Percent

42

58

Percent

62
38

In figures 9 and 10, monthly average prices are given for sales of
California and Florida oranges in each group of stores. Also included
are the corresponding cost prices, the difference between the two being
the retail margin for each month.

The variation in average retail prices among groups of stores for
California and Florida oranges is indicated in table 17. This variation
was greater for Florida than for California fruit.

Table 17. - Price and deviation from the mean for California and
Florida oranges by store groups, Cleveland, average
February-June 1950.

Store
group

California : Florida
Average price:

per pound :

Deviation from
the mean

:Average price:
: per pound :

Deviation from
the mean

I :

III :

IV :

Cent 8

9.98
10.89
11.93

Cents

-.55
.36

1.40

Cents

7.79
9.11
9.90

Cents

-.58
.74

1.53

Mean : 10.53 . 8.37

Average
deviation .77 .95
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RETAIL MARGIN FOR
FLORIDA ORANGES

In Sample Stores in Cleveland, Ohio, by Store Groups,
Feb. -June 1950
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Figure 9.

RETAIL MARGIN FOR
CALIFORNIA ORANGES

In Sample Stores in Cleveland, Ohio, by Store Groups,
Feb. -June 1950

C PER LB.

GROUP I

Selling price —

GROUP III GROUP IY

-^

-•'^•'^•'•ivi'ivXvXv':
'.yXyX'Xy/XyXyXy!-XyXyXyXyXy ':'//.'. •':'.'.•

*"
«*..y«;

-

i

i 1 '

FEB. APR. FEB. APR. FEB. APR.
GROUP!, PURCHASE IN CARLOAD LOTS (CHAIN STORES); CROUP HI, PURCHASE IN LCL, FROM
INITIAL RECEIVERS AND SECONDARY HANDLERS (INDEPENDENT STORES); CROUP IS, PURCHASE
IN LCL, FROM SERVICE WHOLESALERS AND TRUCKER - JOBBERS (INDEPENDENT STORES)

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NEG. 48710-XX BUREAU OF AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS

Figure 10.
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Group I stores had the lowest average selling price for both California
and Florida oranges from February through June (table 18). The average
margin taken by these stores was 18.1 percent on California fruit and 17.1
percent on Florida fruit. These margins were well below those taken by
the other store groups. Except for California oranges sold in April,
these margins varied only moderately from month to month. An increase

in sales of smaller fruit during that month was accompanied by an increase
in the margin to an average of 27.2 percent.

Group III stores paid the lowest average price for both California
and Florida oranges. The retail selling price averaged somewhat above that

of group I stores resulting in the highest average margin recorded for any
group of stores — 27.7 percent on California fruit and 29.9 percent on

Florida fruit. Month-to-month variation in margins was somewhat greater
for Florida than for California oranges. However, the greatest variation
occurred in sales of California oranges during June, when the average
margin was 33.0 percent. As was the case in group I stores, this un-
usually high margin occurred in a month in which a relatively high per-
centage of small oranges was sold.

Group IV stores maintained the highest average retail selling price
of any group of stores for both California and Florida oranges. These
stores also paid the highest price for the fruit purchased. The retail
margin for the 5 months averaged 25.8 percent on California oranges and
28,0 percent on Florida oranges. More month-to-month fluctuation in
margins occurred than was found in other groups of stores, especially on

Florida fruit.

Average retail margins on California and Florida oranges sold by
stores of each group are given in table 18.

Table 18. - Cost to store, retail price, and retail margins for
California and Florida oranges, by store groups, Cleveland,
average, February-June 1950*

California Florida
Store :

group :

Retail price
per pound

[Cost per

[
pound

: Margin :

Retail price
per pound

[Cost per
pound

: Margin

Cents Cents Percent Cents Cents Percent

Grouu I 10.0 8.2 18.1 7.8 6.5 17.1
Group III 10.9 7.9 27.7 9.1 6.^ 29.9
Group IV : 11.9 8.9 25.8 9.9 7.1 28.0
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APPENDIX

Scope and Method of Data Collection

Pittsburgh . - A sample of 30 retail stores within the corporate limits
of Pittsburgh was selected to provide representative retail orices for all
stores having 535*000 yearly sales or more. 8/ According to trade reports,
stores having sales volumes of less than $35*000 handled 12 percent or less
of the fresh produce sold in the city.

Complete information was obtained on each lot of oranges delivered to
each store in the sample from December 19^9 through May 1950. 2./ This
information included size, variety, State of origin, brand, method of
selling, type of container, purchasing price, from whom purchased, selling
price, waste, and quantity sold.

A sample of the lots of oranges for which this information was ob-
tained was selected for tracing back through wholesalers to shipping-point
origin. Information was obtained from each handler on the specific sample
lot with respect to price paid for the lot, quantity purchased, date of
purchase, services performed, selling price, and name of the seller from
whom the lot was purchased. In this way a complete picture was obtained
for each lot in the sample on its movement through the marketing channel,
and the price was obtained at each point of transfer in the marketing
channel

.

An attempt was made to obtain prices at uniform levels in the marketing
channel. This is particularly important with respect to retail margins.
mhe level in the marketing channel at which retail stores take title to

oranges may range all the way from the car door at terminal market to the
time the oranges are delivered at retail stores. When retail stores take
title at the car door, their reported margin includes some of the expenses
of the wholesaling service, such as loading the truck, warehousing, de-
livery to retail stores, and unloading at retail stores. The retail margin,
as herein defined, includes only the services provided after the oranges
have been delivered to the store. In order to make retail margins on
oranges comparable among the various stores, the per-box costs reported
by the stores were adjusted to a delivered-at-store basis. An adjustment
in cost was required only in the case of the local and national chain
stores. Individual chains supplied the necessary cost data to make the
adjustment to a delivered-at-otore basis. This was done separately for
each chain.

8/ The data on volume of sales by varieties may not necessarily be repre-

sentative for the city. A larger number of stores would have been required

to insure representativeness for volume data than for price data, because

the variation found in store prices is less than the variation in volume

of sales.

9/ A lot represents a specific purchase of any quantity of oranges by a

retailer during a given day. Each individual lot consists of fruit having

the same State of origin, variety, and unit cost.
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Retail stores were separated into four groups, depending upon the

method of purchasing oranges. Group I consisted of those stores whose
purchases were made in carload lots. This included the national chain

stores, plus one local chain. Group II comprised those stores whose
ourchases were made directly from initial receivers 10/ in the terminal
market. This grouping included only local chain stores. Group III

represented those stores that bought their oranges from both initial

receivers and secondary handlers _ll/ but owned their own trucks for

picking up their purchases of fre3h produce. 1_2/ These were the medium-

sized and larger independently operated stores. Group IV included those

independently operated stores that bought their oranges delivered-at-
store from service wholesalers or trucker- jobbers. 13 /

In this study the retail margin represents the difference between
the realized retail selling price per box and the cost per box to the

retailer delivered at store. Retail prices were weighted by the relative

sales volume obtained from the sample stores. The wholesale margin repre-

sents the difference between the delivered-at-store price per box and the

cost per box to the initial carlot receiver, based upon a full car or
truck load laid down at the terminal market in Pittsburgh. The transpor-
tation margin represents the difference between the price per box laid

down at Pittsburgh and the f.o.b. shipping-point price per box. The
grower 1 3 return is represented by the packinghouse-door price per box.

The grower's return is a residual figure obtained by subtracting the
average packing charges for the season from the f.o.b. prices obtained
from the sample lots traced back to shi oping point.

10/ Initial receivers represent those wholesalers who receive oranges
in carload lots. They perform the function of breaking down the carlots
into smaller units for sale to secondary handlers and the larger retail
stores, either local chains or independents.

11 / Secondary handlers represent those wholesalers who buy oranges
from initial carlot receivers. Their function is to break down these
purchases into smaller units for sale to retail stores.

12 / The independently operated stores in group III obtain no reduction
in price from the wholesaler as a result of hauling their own produce,
but they may receive some price concession on the basis of quantity
purchased. These stores may also gain some advantage in quality of
purchases as a result of picking up their produce in the terminal market.
There was no practicable way to make such a comparison of quality in the

Pittsburgh study.

13 / Service wholesalers as here used include initial receivers and
secondary handlers who make deliveries to retail stores. These whole-
salers have a central business office. Truc.tcer- jobbers represent whole-
salers who sell only from their trucks, making deliveries direct to

retail stores. They have no central business office; they combine
selling, delivery, and collection in one operation.
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Cleveland , - In Cleveland the sample of 20 retail stores was chosen
to represent all stores with an annual volume of sales of more than $35*000.
As in Pittsburgh, complete data on each lot of oranges delivered to the
sample stores in Cleveland were reported. This information included size,

variety, State of origin, brand, method of sale, type of container, purchase
price, from whom pirchased, selling price, waste, and quantity sold.

A sample of 96 lots was traced back: to shipping point. This offered
a basis for determining margins for the various functions of marketing
that occurred before the fruit reached the retail store.

The sample stores in the two cities did not include the same number
of groups because the stores that botight oranges in less than carload lots
principally from initial receivers in Pittsburgh were not present in

Cleveland, Therefore, in attempting to group the stores of the Cleveland
sample in the same way as those in Pittsburgh, group II stores were not
represented. In order to facilitate comparisons between cities, the basis
for grouping stores was maintained and stores of the Cleveland sample are
all included in groups I, III, and IV stores.
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