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CONCENTRATIW IN FRUIT AND 
VEGETABLE PRODUCTION 

The pattern of interregional c m e t i t i o n  
remined f a i r l y  stable over the 1971-1983 
period ( table 2). The a b i l i t y  of Southeastern 
producers t o  compete i n  targeted markets i s  
adversely affected by a combination of low 
yie lds and l w  quality. The pattern of 
interregional canpetition i s  dominated i n  the 
winter and early spring by shipments of 
cocnodities frorn Florida, wi th south Texas and 
Mexico also shipping substantial quantities. 
By smner. Cal i fornia dominates shlp~nents t o  
a11 markets especially i n  f r u i t s  and melons. 

Vegetable production i s  concentrated i n  a 
fw states. Arizona, California. Florida, 
Michigan. Minnesota. Itw York. Oregon. Texas. 
Yashingtm. and 'isconsin, account f o r  over 
75% of  a l l  vegetable and melon production. 
~ l t h o u g h  .on dispersed, f r u i t  production i s  
also concentrated i n  a fw states. Production 
for  pmcesslng has also becone f a i r l y  concen- 
trated, w i th  m s t  processing occurring i n  
California, the Northvest and the 6reat Lakes 
areas. 

Regional value and volume of production i n  
1983 f o r  f r u i t s  and vegetables are sharn i n  
tables 3 and 4, respectively (3). For purpos- 
es of t h i s  paper. California. Florida and 
Texas are treated as regions. The res t  o f  the 
country i s  divided i n t o  the Northwest. West. 
East, Lake. Southeast and North Central 
regions (4) .  

Fru i t  and nut crops i n  California i n  1983 
were down i n  production from 1982, however 
t o t a l  bearing acreage was the largest on 
ncord. 6rapes represented over 35% of the 
value of production i n  th i s  category. Citrus 
f ru i t s  represent 24% of the value o f  f r u i t  and 
nut production. Almonds, the largest nut 
crop. contributed about 101 of the value of 
f r u i t  and nut productlon. The 1983 vegetable 
crop was a record i n  value and was up 2.31 
from 1982. although Volume was down. COmd- 
i t i e s  w i th  the largest increase i n  value were 
lettuce. celery, mushrooms, cauliflower, and 
carrots. Seasonality of production i n  
Cal i fornia varies between areas o f  the state. 
Oue t o  the c l i m t e  i n  California. and the use 
o f  i r r iga t ion ,  crops such as broccoli, car- 
rots, cauliflower. lettuce, potatoes, and 
l-ns are harvested year around. Mher crops 
m y  be harvested s i x  o r  seven nonths of the 
year. b s t  products are stored and shipped 
the Y M r  around. 

Apples account f o r  63% of the value of 
fruit and nuts i n  the Northvrst Region f o l l w -  
ed by s w e t  cherries 13%. and pears other than 
bar t le ts  8%. Potato production i s  concentrat- 
ed i n  southcentral and eastern Idaho and the 
east central region of Washington. Eighty 
four percent o f  a l l  f n s h  f r u i t  and nut 
production i n  the Northwest i s  located i n  
Washington. Over 90% of the apple production 
i n  the region was located i n  central 
Washington i n  1983. Forty percent of a l l  pear 

production i n  the region i s  located i n  
Oregon. Forty f i ve  percent of the sweet corn 
i n  the region i s  produced i n  Oregon wl th 421 
I n  Washington. Sixty tuo percent of the 
onions are produced i n  Oregon. About 37% of 
the frult. 80% of  the vegetables. and 62% of 
the potatoes i n  the Northwest Regior w n t  t o  
processing i n  1983. 

Between 1977 and 1983, f r u i t  production i n  
the Northwest rose dramatically, w i th  apple 
production up a l m s t  50% and grape production 
doubling during the same tin period. Strau- 
berry acreage uas up over 50%. Seasonality of 
production i n  the Northvest has changed l i t t l e  
but the shipping season i s  growing longer 
because o f  the increasing use of storage. 

For many of the warm c l i m t e  crops - such 
as c i t rus  and sugar cane - Florlda holds a 
dominant posi t ion wi th in  the U.S.. and caa- 
peter pr imar i ly  wi th foreign producers. 
Florida produces fresh vegetables during the 
seasons when productlon i n  most other regions 
of the U.S. I s  cost prohibit ive. The long 
north/south orientation of the Florida 
Peninsula a l l o w  f o r  staggered harvests o f  
vegetable crops. For example, the winter 
potato crop g rwn  i n  South Florida i s  being 
harvested when potatoes f o r  the spring crop 
are being planted 250 miles t o  the north. 
Fru i ts  and vegetables account f o r  over 55% of 
Florida's t o t a l  agr icul tural  value wl th  most 
production going t o  fresh markets. The 
pr incipal  exception t o  th i s  i s  c i t rus .  
Typically. over 80% of the Florlda orange crop 
and 50% of the grapefruit crop i s  processed. 

Much of the success of growers i n  Florida 
i n  mnrketing f r u i t ,  vegetable, berry, and 
specialty connodlties depends upon the a b i l i t y  
t o  produce i n  the winter and spring, when 
production i n  most other areas i s  l im i ted t o  
gmenhouse production. The production season 
f o r  Florlda ornamentals begins i n  October o r  
l a te  septenber. Production builds slowly t o  a 
peak around the f i rst o f  the year. Through 
January and early February. harvest stabi l izes 
u n t i l  l a te  Apr i l  o r  early Ray. then productlon 
increases. 

Frui ts and berries are not s ign i f i cant  
crops i n  the West outside o f  California. 
Apples are the major f r u i t  w i th  almost a l l  
production i n  Utah. Vegetables are also not a 
major part  of regional crop production but the 
reglon does supply about 20% of  the let tuce 
production. Between 1977 and 1983, let tuce 
production was up 51%. wi th  90% of the produc- 
t i o n  i n  Arizona. I n  the Lake states, apples. 
cherries, grapes, peaches and s t raae r r l es  are 
the dominant f r u l t  crops, wi th apples produc- 
ing the greatest value. Tomatoes, carrots. 
potatoes and sweet corn dominate the vegetable 
crops. 

I n  the eastern states, most vegetable 
productlon i s  i n  M e n  York. New Jersey, Maine. 
and Pennsylvania. Potatoes, cabbage, and 
onions are the major vegetable crops i n  New 
York. The p r i m r y  vegetable crop i n  Maine I s  



potatoes. New Jersey i s  the Northeast R.- 
glon's primary producer o f  fresh market 
vegetables. Apples are .the eastern states 
primary fruit crop although New Jersey and 
Pennsylvania are also important peach produc- 
ing states. New York grown apples are mainly 
fresh market varieties m i l e  m r e  o f  the apple 
production i n  Pennsylvania. Yast Virginia and 
Maryland i s  u t i l i zed  for  processing. 

Texas produces a wide varlety of pcrish- 
able f r u i t s  and vegetables. Histor ical ly.  
onions have been the highest valued o f  these 
comodlt ies - I n  1983, Texas-produced onions 
had an estimated value of $62.1 mi l l ion.  I n  
1983. cantaloupes. u a t e n l o n s  and cabbage 
production ranked second. t h i r d  and fourth i n  
value of state production. but through time, 
two of  these commdlties have ranked ei ther 
second or  th i rd.  Other Texas-produced f r u i t  
and vegetables which rank amng i t s  most 
valuable are potatoes, carrots, oranges, be l l  
peppers. grapef r u l t ,  and broccoli; these 
comodit ies have a11 ranked among the ten most 
valuable crops betmeen 1977 and 1983, except 
broccoli. Although no signi f icant changes 
occurred i n  the top s ix  crops over th i s  
period. some trends appear t o  be developing. 
For the ent i re  period, onions were the highest 
valued Texas produced ccmmdity, followed by 
cantaloupes, watermelons, cabbage, potatoes 
and carrots. Since the 1983 freeze. the 
re la t ive  inportance of grapefruit and oranges 
declined. 

Production trends include the decline i n  
re la t ive  importance of sweet potatoes and 
tomatoes ( g r m  largely i n  northeast Texas) 
which ranked ninth and eleventh, respectively 
I n  1977. I n  1983, they ranked 14th and 17th. 
Of significance i s  the Increased importance o f  
spinach and broccoli. Spinach has increased 
i t s  rank fnm 16th t o  12th and broccoli 
increased from 18th t o  10th i n  rank. A l l  
other major fruit and vegetable ccmodlt ies 
grown i n  Texas have experienced only minor 
season-to-season variations i n  rank. The 
fresh m r k e t  was the principal out le t  f o r  the 
State's f i v e  leading fruit and vegetable 
products i n  1983 (onion. cantaloupes. water- 
r l o n s .  cabbage and potatoes). Other Impor- 
tant  coaaoditles uhich re ly  t o t a l l y  on the 
fresh market a n  be l l  peppers. honeydew 
nmlons. lettuce, and peaches. Slgnif icant 
portions o f  Texas' orange (41%) and grapefruit 
(3M) production were processed i n  1983. 
Processing was also an inportant out le t  f o r  
spinach (47%) and tomatoes (61%). On the 
average. about 85% of  Texas' f r u i t  and vege- 
table production i s  destined f o r  the fresh 
market. while the remaining 15% i s  processed. 

I n  the Southeast (excluding Florida), the 
Atlantic states (6eOrgla. South Carolina. 
North Carolina and Virginia) d d n a t e d  frult 
and vegetable production i n  1983. Y i th in  the 
vegetable group; tomatoes, potatoes. sweet 
corn and snap beans constitute m s t  of the 
production, however m r e  than 20 vegetables 
are g m  i n  the Southeast. Vegetable crop 
production i n  these states generated inccme of 

approxlnultely $118 m i l l i on  or 9 M  of the t o t a l  
vegetable v a l w  I n  the Southeast. Income from 
sweet potatoes was valued a t  approximately $83 
mill ion. followed by tomatoes. North Carolina 
produced 71% of a11 sweet potatoes and 7 M  of  
a11 sweet corn produced i n  the At lant ic states. 
South Carolina and Virginia accounted fo r  50% 
and 25% respectively of t o m t o  productlon. 

The length o f  the growing seasons varies 
widely over the region allowing fo r  a variety 
o f  truck crop production. O f  the truck crops, 
131.5W tons. or  8 1 ,  ware sold on the fresh 
market wi th 25.120 tons or  16% going t o  the 
processing market. South Carolina. Virginla. 
North Carollna and Georgia produced 40%. 26%. 
15% and 11% respectively o f  the region's truck 
crops. 

Jhe t o t a l  value of fruit crops along the 
Atlantic coast was $118 mi l l ion.  Apple 
production i n  the region was valued a t  $64.1 
m i l l i on  wi th Virginia producing 50% and North 
Carolina 46%. Peach productlon contribute 
$51.7 m i l l i on  with b o r g i a  producing 43% and 
South Carollna 41%. GrapF production eccount- 
ed f o r  2% of  the f r u i t  productlon wi th a value 
of $2.1 m i l l i on  dollars. 

I n  the rest  of the Southeast (Alabama. 
Arkansas. Kentucky. Louisiana. I l lssissippi and 
Tennessee) peaches conprisad about 4ZI  o f  the 
volum of productlon wi th in the f r u i t s  and 
nuts group followed pecans and applas. Pecam 
represented almost 58% of the value of produc- 
t i o n  wi th in the f r u i t s  and nuts crops i n  the 
region. Yi th in the vegetable crops group. 
tomatoes comprised about 61% of  the volume of  
production and about 76% of  the value and 
productlon i n  the region. Volumc of produc- 
t i o n  declined f o r  seed crops, berry crops. 
vegetable CWS. and for  f r u i t s  and nut crops 

I n  the North Central Rwion. fruit and 
vegetable crops are of minor ilportance. Iowa 
accounts f o r  m s t  of the vegetable production 
value i n  the region, wi th about 70% of t o t a l  
production going to the processed market. 

WTEYTIAL FOR SOlJTtlEAST PRODUCTIO* 

I n  order t o  evaluate the econaic potent- 
i a l  f o r  exwnded agr icul tural  productlon i n  
the Southeast. it i s  necessary t o  include the 
ent i re  production - processing - d is t r ibut ion 
system. Not only must enterprise patterns be 
detemined. but also the a b i l i t y  o f  Southeast 
producers t o  ship and cornpate with established 
producers i n  targeted markets including 
regional, national end international mritets. 

Given the y ie ld  and seasonal advantages o f  
Florida and California growers (although the 
Southeast experiences l i t t l e  head-to-head 
cowet i t i on  with California and Florida i n  
l a te  spring and runner vegetable). opportunl- 
t i e s  for  Southeastern producers t o  expand i n t o  
new markets i s  limited. However, sore states, 
such as Corgia, have recently been sxwrlenc- 
ing a 4% per year increase i n  vegetable 



production; m s t  going t o  the fresh market i n  
northern c i t i e s  and Canada. Three areas where 
further attention i s  warranted include: 

1. Improved Qual i ty  and Supply Consisten- 
cy. Inproving the qual i ty of f r u i t s  and 
vegetables fo r  fmsh markets wi th in the region 
can a id  market expansion. Attention aust also 
by paid t o  some consistency i n  the supply of 
produce. 

2. Market Windows. Although supplies 
f n  Florida and Cal i fornia u l l l  continue t o  
d d n a t e  the f r u i t  and vegetable industry. 
market windows could be ident i f ied  when 
supplies from the major producers are low. As 
production mves north from Florida i n  the 
spring, and before California begins ship- 
ments. market Ylndows exist  f o r  a nunb.r of 
c m d l t i e s  that  ould be f i l l e d  by producers 
i n  the Southeast. To sum extent, t h l s  i s  
already the case fo r  tonatoes, cucunben and 
peppers. Market niches. such as pick-your-wn 
and roadside markets, should also be fur ther 
explomd (5). 

3. Wu l t i so l l od i t y  processing. The 
fa i l u re  of a nunber of f r u i t  and vegetable 
processing f a c i l i t i e s  i n  the Southeast has 
been d w  to a lack of supply o f  any one or two 
coawditles. Uhile the plants opemta a t  near 
capacity levels f o r  a few mnths, most of the 
year they are idle. Research on multi-caaod- 
i t y .  mgional processing f a c i l i t i e s  s i a i l a r  t o  
those i n  the Lake Region m y  produce informa- 
t i on  on a n w  market (6). 

I n  surnary. Southeastern producers of 
f r u i t s  and vegetables w i l l  f l nd  opportunities 
f o r  expansion in to  targeted markets outside o f  
the region d i f f l c u l t .  but sum expansion i s  
currently taklng place. There appear t o  be 
opportunities t o  expand i n  the Intra-raglonal 
markets f o r  f r u i t s  and vegetables. Within the 
Southeast, growers m y  be able t o  cmpete wlth 
other regions production, especially with 
Inprovld qual i ty and at tent ion t o  market 
u lndon and nwrlti-comodity processing oppor- 
tuni t ies.  

Finally, the Southeast has an advantage i n  
proximity t o  ports i n  Savannah. Charleston. 
W a d  Orleans and Mobile. Yet targeted feasible 
m r k r t s  fo r  vqetables and f r u i t s  may be 
l imi ted to the At lant ic seaboard states. 
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Department of Agricultural Economics. Corg ia  
E x p r r i m t  Station, University o f  6eorgia 
College of Agriculture. Gr i f f in .  W. Wizelle 
I s  an Assodate Professor. Extension Agricul- 
t u ra l  Economics. University o f  6eorgia. Athens. 
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Table 1. Average annual shipments o f  f r u i t s  
and vegetables by region. United States. 
1977-1983 (1000 cut.). 

BpplM) Fru i ts  Vesetables Total 

Cal i fornia 55,146 113.496 169.242 
Northwest 25.452 38.012 63.524 
Florida 27.689 25.799 53.488 
UeSt 8.744 33.697 42,441 
East 8,410 20.681 29,091 
Texas 5,308 19.037 24.345 
Lake 1.693 22.231 23.924 
k x l c o  - 17.239 17.239 
Southeast 2.727 12.856 15,583 
Miduest 3 13.607 

Total 136.569 315.915 452.484 
Source: USOA F r u i t  and Vegetables Shipmnts, 
1977-1983. 

Tabla 2. Average monthly s h i p m t s  of  f r u i t s  and vegetables, by regions o f  the U n l M  Statas, 
1977-83 (1000 cut.). 

Or la in Jan Feb kr Aor May June July AW Sent Oct Wov DK 

California 9653 9095 
Nor thes t  6211 5431 
Flor ida 3936 4015 
nest 4028 3391 
East 2961 2574 
Texas 1996 1799 
Lake 2492 2267 
Mexico 2062 2925 
Southeast 204 194 
Midwest 1648 1615 
Source: USOA. Fru i ts  and 

9535 11319 16989 
5739 5552 5015 
4771 5575 7256 
4900 4269 3248 
2995 2634 1452 
2147 2659 3511 
2754 2182 711 
3516 3514 2532 
244 220 591 

2056 1787 801 
Vegetables S h i m t s ,  

Table 3. Regional production of fruit, nut. 
and berry crops. Unlted States. 1983. 

value of  v o l w  of  
geaion oroduction ~ r o d u c t  

(000 dollars) (000 nrt) 

Cal i fornia 2,915.000 230,356 
Northwaft 692.872 52,343 
Flor ida 1,012.115 63.408 
nest 28.502 1.246 
East 360.333 31.909 
Texas 181.783 13,720 
Lake 151.459 13.316 
Southeast 231,838 14.545 
Miduest 27.001 1.611 
Data provided by nanbers of  the S-182 ng lona l  
project. 

Table 4. Regional production of wgetable 
crops. Unlted Statas. 1989. 

value o f  VO~UI* o f  
Region oroduction nrodueL 

(000 dol lars)  (OM on) 

Cal i fornia 
I b r t h n s t  
Flor ida 
nest 
East 
Texas 
Lake 
Southeast 
Illdwrt 
Qata provided 
project. 

by a b e r s  o f  the  




