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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

One of the more recent developments in the field of geography has
been an interest in the marketing of agricultural and industrial prod-
uocts. A few geographers have made studies of a general nature in the
realm of marketing and wany business and economic experts have made
ocareful inquiries into the costs of marketing various products. There
have been few studies, however, of detailed investigations of the geo-
graphic aspeots of the marketing of specific commodities.

It is true that there are certain loosely defined geographic
principles pertaining to the producing and consuming areas for most
products, and that a general type of knowledge exists as to the patterms
of distribution of most commodities. It is widely known, for example,
that Florida supplies large quantities of fresh vegetables to northern
markets during the winter months and that there is a sequence of areas
ooming into vegetable production--largely for northern markets--begin-
ning in the spring. Just where these markets are, however, whether all
vegetables produced in Florida move to the same markets or if the market
area for various vegetables differs, are not matters of ourrent geo-
graphio kmowledge. In addition, methods and oconditions of marketing are
seldom included in geographic studies.

Many geographers have, in the past, concerned themselves with the
producing areas of various agrioul tural commodities. Seldom, however,

have they examined or explained the interrelationships between produc-



tion, and the marketing and oconsumption of these oommodities.

Examples

of these interrelationships are as follows:

1.

2,

3.

4.

5.

Vegetable farmers must produce the type of vegetables desired

by oonsumers; or, they must in some way influence the pre-
ferences of consumers toward the type of vegetables they
intend to produce. As all types of vegetables cannot be
produced in all areas at all times, the partioular area of
production at any one time may be determined by oconsumer
preference.

Vegetable orops requiring heavy investments in machinery for
cultivation and harvesting are usually produced by farmers
with large aoreages, while farmers with smaller aoreages
are more limited in the types of vegetables they ocan pro-
duce. Therefore, if consumers prefer vegetables that
require large mechaniocal investments, they may effeot the
elimination of mny emall farms.

The size of the vegetable farm, as well as the type of orops
grown, influvences the method by whioch products are mar-
keted; and various types of marketing facilities have
different distribution areas.

At times, a farmer may decide to produce or not to produce
vegetables or other orops on the basis of the marketing
facilities that are available to him.

The marketing facilities available to the farmer may depend

upon the importance of the area in the production of cer-



tain commodities, whioch in turn would depend upon oondi=-
tions of olimate, soil, and locationm.
Thus, in order to understand the geographio significance of produotion,
marketing or oonsumption, one must have a knowledge of the signifiocance
of all three.

The following study is intended primarily to shed some l1light on
the marketing of fresh fruits and vegetables that are produced in
Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina. In order to make the results of
the study more understandable the producing areas and faoilities for
marketing are given oonsiderable attention.

Delimiting the area to be inoluded in the study was not a simple
matter. After oconsiderable study of climatio oonditions and areas of
ooncentrated fruit and vegetable produotion in the Eastern United
States, however, Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina were seleoted for
the study area.

Regions of oconcentrated fruit and vegetable production exist in
all three states, although Florida is by far the leading produocer
(Figure 1). Georgia and South Carolina produstion offers many market
ocontrasts with Florida, but ocontributes to a more informative picture
of the overall fruit and vegetable industry. North Carolina was not
included in the study as it represents, for the most part, a transition
gone between the vegetable producing areas of South Carolina and those
of southern Virginia and the Delmarva Peninsula. The beginning of the
frost=-free season, even in southeastern North Carolina, is seldom

earlier than that of the southern portion of the Delmarva Peninsula,
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with the result that even the earliest North Carolina vegetables oom-
pete with producing areas further north and are at a transportation
disadvantage in supplying northern markets (Figure 2). Furthermore,
the coastal portion of North Carolina engages heavily in the produotion
of cotton and tobacco, both of whioch require a large labor force. An
additional orop with a considerable labor requirement, suoh as vege-
tables, may too heavily burden the labor supply.

North Carolina also represents a transition zone in the matter
of transportation, with the vegetable areas further south being defi-
nitely in the zone of long distanoce truoking, whereas the Delmarva
Peninsula is a region of medium and short distance trucking.

Alabama, to the west of the study area, was eliminated primarily
because of the paucity of vegetable produotion in that state. As a
result of the long distanoce between the areas of conocentrated fruit and
vegetable produotion in Georgia and those further west, Alabama takes
on a transitional role similar to that of North Carolina.

The distribution of fruit production also played an important
part in the seleotion of the study area. Citrus and peaches are the
two outstanding types of fruit orops produced in the southern United
States, and Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina are the states in
which oonoentrated production oocours. North Carolina again plays the
part of a transition zone between South Carolina peaches and Virginia
apples, and Alabama is insignificant in anmy type of oommeroial fruit

produotion.
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Reference materials used in the study were obtained from many
sources, including the United States Department of Agrioulture, Market-
ing Research Division; the Federal and State Market News Services for
Fruits and Vegetables; and state departments of agrioculture, agrioul-
tural experimen¥ stations, and state marketing commissions in Florida,
Georgia, and South Carolina. Questionnaires were sent to managers of
all state and some private markets in the area under consideration, and
to county agents in counties having large vegetable aoreages. Personal
interviews were held with state offiocials and market managers in each
of the three states, In addition, much valuable information was
obtained from observation in the field.

Several problems developed during the course of the study for
which no satisfaotory solutions ocould be found. One of the major prob-
lems ooourred in the use of statistical information. Statistios are
published annually of the agrioultural production of the state of
Florida, but South Carolina and Georgié produotion statistios are
available only from the most recent national census of agrioulture,
that taken in 1954. Florida and Georgia publish an annual itemized
report of the volumes of all fruits and vegetables sold on the state-
owned markets, but South Carolina reports volumes for only a few items
handled on several of its markets. Furthermore, statistios for the
distribution of ocertain Georgia and South Carolina commodities to a
number of United States and Canadian oities were available for 1958,

but few production figures oould be secured for that year. As a
result, it is difficult to correlate statistics for the three states if

the most current information is to be used.
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Another problem was encountered in obtaining volume reports for
the various markets in the three states. State officials and managers
of state markets were highly cooperative in furnishing any information,
statistical or otherwise, that was available to them or a matter of
their general knowledge. Managers of private market facilities, how-
ever, were reluctant to grant any sort of information that would have
contributed to this study. As a result, information contained herein
concerning market facilities and the volumes and values of the products
handled, is limited almost entirely to state-owned markets.

Problems of terminology arose as some words, such as "market,"
may have more than one ocorrect meaning. In some instances the word
"market" may refer to a facility for handling and transacting sales
between growers and buyers, while in other instances it refers to the
final oconsuming area. Furthermore, for a particular type of market
facility two different terms may be used correctly. In such instances
the same term is used throughout the study for the desoription of the

same type of facility.



CHAPTER II

DEVELOPMENT OF THE FRUIT AND VEGETABLE

INDUSTRY IN THE UNITED STATES

Most of the developments which made possible the growth of the
fruit and vegetable industries in the United States ocourred between
18256 and 1926. Prior to the begimning of the nineteenth century most
agricultural developments in the United States were limited to areas
east of the Appalachian Mountains. Farmers were largely self-
suf fioient and produced orops needed only in the immediate locality.
After 1800, however, settlement began to expand into areas west of the
mountains and by 1820 western farmers were producing surplus quantities
of the major grains to supply growing urban markets in the East. After
the opening of the Erie Canal in 1825, shipments not only of grains,
but of pork, beef, and wool poured into eastern markets in such
inoreasingly large quantities and at suoh low prices that eastern pro-
ducers found it diffioult to compete. The South, with its Negro slaves
and expansion of cotton oculture was little affeoted, but farmers in New
England and some of the Middle Atlantioc States found that they either
had to abandon their farms or ochange to orops of a perishable nature
that ocould not yet be shipped in from the West. Even the production of
perishable commodities for urban consumption was not wholly satisfac-
tory and muoh of the land, espeocially in New England, was withdrawn

from agricultural use. City people produced chiockens, ocows, pigs, and
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horses at or near their homes and ocultivated fruit trees and vegetables
in their gardens. Persons of wealth, and those whose oooupations
demanded all their time obtained supplies of these oommodities through
publio markets from small farmers adjaoent to the towns.l

As manufaocturing and urban populations continued to inorease,
markets for looally produced fruits and vegetables grew also. By 1860
there were 141 oities in the United States with populations of over
8,000, containing 16.1 per oent of the nation's popule.‘t::l.on.2 With the
employment of women and children in manufacturing more people beoame
dependent on rural souroes of supply and some oities began to adopt
ordinances against livestook on oity property. It was at this point
that the oommeroial dairy industry got its start. A dependable supply
of manure for fertilizer was essential to the fruit and vegetable
farmer, and dairying during the winter was largely integrated with
truoking during the sumer.® Summer months saw housewives buying large
quantities of suoh items as oabbage, potatoes, apples, turnips, oarrots,
and onions for oold season storage in home oellars, and fruits and
berries were purohased and converted into jams and preserves.

The Civil War brought about the development of oanning on a
relatively large soale and oanned produwsts from distant produoing areas

began to oompete with those of looal origin. The housewife no longer

-

lEdward A. Duddy and David A. Revzan, "The Physioal Distribution
of Fresh Fruits and Vegetables," Journal of Business Studies :ln Busi-
ness Administretion, Vol. VII, Part II 11936-37), 2.

5Ibid., p. 3.

21bid.
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felt it necessary to store large quantities of fruits and vegetables
for the winter'seaaon.

Immediately after the Civil War, incomes had inoreased to the
point that people began to demand out-of-season vegetables. Market
gardeners tried to fill these demands by producing vegetables under
glass, but costs were so great that fresh winter vegetables remained a
luxury whioch could be afforded only by the wealthy faw.4

By 1890, 36.1 per cent of the population lived in oities of
2,500 or more, and by 1889 over 4,250,000 people were employed in manu-
f'aoturing.5 Railroads had become numerous and produsts ocould be more
easily brought from distant points in less time. The initiation of
long distance transportation of fresh fruits and vegetables was still
forthooming, however. The market was ready to receive them, but the
means of getting them to market in fresh condition was not yet avail-
able.

In the latter 1870's and in the 1880's several developments
ocourred that forecast long distance shipments of fresh frults and
vegetables. In 1878 mechanical refrigeration was first applied to the
storage of fruits and vegetables by a firm in Chioago.6 Other early
attempts at refrigeration were so successful that its spread was inev-
itable. Then, during the 1880's plants were developed to produce ioce

artifioially. By 1889 some 200 artificial ice plants had been estab-

41bid., p. 5. S1bid. 61bid., p. 12.
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lished in Florida and other southern states.’ "The ice plant brought
the whole South within reach of northern markets at once."8

Cheap, abundant land along the southern coastal plain, together
with cheap Negro labor, made it possible for the South to produce vege-
tables at low cost. Commercial fertilizer (guano) was becoming avail-
able and the sandy coastal plain soils oould be made productive. In
addition, single family residences in larger ocities were disappearing
by 1890 and apartments were being oconstruoted without space for winter
storage. Furthermore, the widespread use of furnace heat made oellars
too warm for winter storage of fruits and vegetables.

At first, long distance shipments of fresh fruits and vegetables
did not oompete with looal produots. They were usually earlier and
their uwnit prioes were much higher. As home-grown products came in
season, those from distant areas disappeared. Gradually, however,
because of the muoh higher profits that oould be obtained from produce
shipped long distances, agents lost interest in local products. As a
result, the marketing season of the looal grower was steadily short-
ened.? More products began to be produced where there were definite
natural advantages. More often than not the grower never saw the mar-

ket and the seller never saw the producer. In many instances this

71bid., p. 13.

8%ells A. Sherman, Merchandising Fruits and Vegetables, A New
Billion Dollar Industry (New York: MoGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc.,

1928), p. 6.

91bid., p. 37.
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situation led to umsorupulous practices whereby shippers would ship
inferior merchandise and buyers quoted unfair market prices to the
shippers. These abusive aotions have been largely eliminated at pres-
ent, but some degree of distrust is still found among buyers and
sellers of produce.

Due to southern competition looal growers around northern cities
began producing a much smaller variety of orops, and growers in all
parts of the country attempted to get their products on the market
while quality was best and while other areas were not quite ready to
market the same orop.lo The local grower was often left with just a
few days during which he had any decided advantage even in his own mar-
ket.

With inoreasing urbanization and inoreased employment in manu-
facturing during and after World War I, there was less demand for heavy,
high caloried "fatty" foods and more demand for lighter fruit and vege-
table products. This was brought about largely through mechanigation
and less vigorous demands on the energy of the individual worker.
Inoreases in real wages were steady from 1890 to 19256 and the added
purchasing power meant that more people oould enjoy the luxury of out-

11 puwring World War I, food vitamins

of-season fruits and vegetables.
were discovered and health propaganda advertised the presence of these

substances in fresh fruits and vegetables. Sohools, magazines, medical

101pid., p. 41. 11Duddy and Revzan, op. oit., p. 23.
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organizations, and federal publications all extolled fresh fruits and
vegetables as health fooda.12 At the same time the slim figure oamé in
style, replacing the plump appearance of earlier times.

After World War I, fruit producers began a major advertising
program, markets for handling fruits and vegetables were improved, new
plant varieties were developed that could better stand long distance
shipping, and the motor truck brought more flexibility to product dis-
tribution. Citrus fruits and vegetables enjoyed a marked rise in per
capita consumption. From 1922 to 1932 per capita consumption of vege-
tables, except potatoes, inoreased 20 per oent and from 1927 to 1932
annual per oapita oconsumption of ocitrus fruits inoreased from 10 to 32

pounds.13

Use of potatoes and beef declined.

In recent years, higher inocomes, greater farm product speciali-
zation, better methods of tramsportation and refrigeration, develop-
ments in rapid communication of market news and prices, greater urbani-
zation and industrialization, high pressure advertising programs,
discovery of new plant varieties and the improvement of marketing

facilities have all contributed to the continued growth of the fruit

and vegetable industry.

121p44. 131pid., p. 25.



CHAPTER III

HISTORY OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF PRODUCE

MARKETS IN THE UNITED S'I!ATES]'

As the fruit and vegetable industries evolved in the United
States, needs arose for proper facilities for marketing. The modern
markets of today are the results of cumulative advances made in the
trade of commodities, beginning with the earliest period of American
history. Usually, authorities in Colonial Amerioca established retail

markets in towns as a convenience for local res:ldenta.z

They were
loocated close to the center of all lines of oommerce and became the
nuclei for other industries as the cities grew. Saturdays were pro-
claimed market days in New York in 1566 by the Dutoh Governor

Peter Stuyvesant. The market grew in importance and in 1676 Governor
Andres declared that a house capable of accomodating the market was
being built.3 On March 4, 1634 Govermor John Winthrop of the Massa-
chusetts Bay Colony ordered a market to be kept open every Thursday in

Boston. A market place was designated in Charleston, South Carolina,

ls:ldney R. Jumper, "A Geographical Analysis of the Columbia,
South Carolina, Wholesale Produce Market' (unpublished Master's thesis,
The University of South Carolina, Columbia, 1953).

Much of the material for this chapter was taken from the above
reference.

2Vernon A. Mund, Open Markets (New York: Harper and Brothers,
1948), p. 111.

SIbid., p. 112.
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by an aot of the Colonial Legislature in 1692.4 Another aot passed in
1710 provided for the appointment and erection of a market in Charles-
ton and enaoted laws to regulate the operation of the market.5 The
governor of Philadelphia ordered, on Ootober 17, 1693, that a single
retail market be established, and sumnoned twice weekly by the ringing
of a bell. From early colonial times until it was allowed to disappear
in 1787, a three-day fair was held during September and November in
Philadelphia.

By 1700 markets were becoming relatively widespread, with 10 in
New England, 10 ocollectively in New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania,
and one in the South. All of them followed more or less the same line
of development. The ooming of railroads brought about great prosperity
and territorial expansion and as the rails moved west after 1830, so
did the establishment of markets. Large concentrations of grain and
livestook were oharacteristio of early western markets, the most impor-
tant ones being at Chiocago, Minneapolis, Duluth, St. Louis, Milwaukee,
and Kansas City. The opening of the Erie Canal in 1825 made New York
City the leading United States market center and set off a boom of com-
petition between rival eastern oities for the valuable western trade.

Most towns that developed these early markets enacted laws

encouraging their growth. Laws against forestalling (buyers inter-

4Thomas Cooper, The Statutes at Large of South Carolina (Vol. II.
Columbia: A. S. Johnston, 1837), p. 73.

51bid., p. 351.
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oepting farmers on their way to the market and purchasing their sup-
pliea) were enacted, but seldom enforced, and in several oases were
allowed to lapse. Huocksters selling produce from door to door caused
marketing authorities much diffioulty at first, for many townspeople
preferred buying at their doors instead of having to go to the market
place. The practice of some ocities of laying off stalls in a street
seoction for farmers to display their products is still followed to some
extent, while buildings were construocted for that purpose in other
oities. Slow transportation and poor roads limited the operating time
of the market to one or two days per week. Most of the produots were
produced within five or ten miles of the city and packaging, grading,
refrigeration and sanitation were unknown.

As markets grew in size and importance two fundamental ohanges
developed. At first gradual, these changes became especially rapid
following World War I. The first change was in types of products sold.
Perhaps the greatest reason for this change is that the American diet
has become better balanced; from one that was predominantly meat and
ocereals, one with more vegetables and fruits has evolved. Many items
such as flour, corn meal, and meat have almost disappeared from
farmers' markets because of this change in diet. Before the advent of
modern methods of transportation and refrigeration fresh fruits and
vegetables appeared on the market only during certain seasons. With
the disappearance of self-suffioing economies and the development of

areas of speocialized production railroads using refrigerated oars began
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shipping out-of=-gseason fruits and vegetables from southern producing
areas to northern marksts throughout the year.

The second ohange has been in the development of new methods of
gselling, Faruwers' markets in the United States were, at first, all
retail, and farmers sold only what they produoed looally. As speociali-
zation and long distanoe shipments in oarlot quantities developed, how-
ever, the farmer found himself faoed with several praotioal difficul=-
ties that prevented him from selling direotly to the oonsumer. It
beoame more profitable for him to spend his time growing orops, while
disposing of them wholesale., Marketing specialists evolved, to pur-
ochase and distribute the produots of the farmer through wholesale
marketing oenters. As settlement of the United States progressed from
east to west, as distances between producers and markets grew, as
manufaoturing and trade inocreased, and as urban populations expanded,
wholesaling grew aooordingly. Retail markets still far outnumber
wholesale markets, but the latter handle a greater volume of business.
¥, . . markets selling local produce only, unless they are wholesale as
well as retail, have uswmlly failed."®

It is diffioult to asocertain whioh faotor or faotors have played
the more vital part in the trend to sell larger portions of goods
wholesale. Population growth has been enormous in the United States in

the past oentury, inoreasing from 23,200,000 in 1850 to 105,700,000 in

6Day Monroe and Lenore M. Stratton, Food Bwiné and Our Markets
(Boston: M. Barrows and Company, 1926), p. 24.
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1920 and approximately 179,500,000 by 1960. The rural-urban population
ratio has been ohanging also, with rural populations deolining in
aotual numbers while the wrban percentage of the population has
advanced steadily. Real inocomes have inoreased markedly resulting in
families purohasing more and a greater variety of rood.7 Railroads now
extend to all portions of the country and truoks are becoming inoreas-
ingly important as a result of the thousands of miles of excellent
motor highways that have been oonstruoted in recent years. Railroads
are still primarily responsible for products being shipped long dis-
tanoes, but motor trucks are invading many aspects of transportation
formerly not available to them. A study by Frank L. Barton, published
in 1941, indioated that the average rail haul for all agrioultural
produots was 513 miles, but fresh fruits were hauled an average of
1,754 miles and fresh vegetables 2,063 miles.8

The truck is essential for loocal movements and is generally the
dominant mode of transportation for distances up to 200 miles. Compe=-
tition between trucks and railroads is keen between intervals of 200
and 800 miles, but rails generally have the advantage in longer ship-
ments.9 Long distance truoking seems to be inoreasing in importance,

however, and tends to give marketing greater flexibility.

Tadlowe L. Larson, Agrioultwal Marketing (New York: Prentice-
Hall, Inoc., 1951), p. 10.

8Frank L. Barton, "Length of Haul and Farm Commodity Prices,"
Journal of Farm Economics, XXIII (May, 1941), p. 114.

9Paul Work and John Carew, Z_eﬁetable Produotion and Marketing
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With all of these improvements and ohanges in the economy of the
United States, there has been a substantial inorease in business volume
for both wholesale and retail markets. That wholesale markets have
inoreased in volume of produce handled more than retail markets is evi-
dence of the groater specialization in all aspects of our economy and
of the inoreasing quantity of goods needed for a balanced supply of

oomodi ties to all portions of the country.

Development of terminal markets. Terminal, or wholesale produce

marke ts, are usually designed to serve a city and its tributary or
market area, Produsts handled on the market are distributed to retail
stores, Jobbers, or other wholesale dealers. Some, because of a par-
ticularly strategic location have been further developed as wholesale
truck-interohange markets. The truok-interchange markets serve very
large areas, often extending several hundred miles from the market
itself. Terminal markets are indispensable for the task of concen-
trating, packaging, grading and the dispersion of fruits and vegetables.
Most terminal markets are located in towns of from 50,000 to 200,000
population. Cities with fewer than 50,000 inhabitants seldom seem able
to support terminal markets.

Terminal fruit and vegetable markets in many oities are very
old, the oldest of presently existing wholesale fruit and vegetable

markets being the Faneuil Hall Market in Boston. Other old markets

(second edition; New York: Jchn Wiley & Sons, Ino., 1955), p. 64.
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are: The Marsh Market in Baltimore, established in 1773; the Nashville
Wholesale Market, founded in 1790; the New Orleans Frenoh Market which
began operations in 1791; the Wilkes-Barre Wholesale Market which
originated in 1810; and the Norfolk Wholesale Market established in
1811.1°

0f the approximately 110 terminal markets presently doing busi-
ness as wholesale fruit and vetetable facilities in the United States
today, only 27 were in operation in 1900 (Table I). Twenty markets
ourrently operating were established between 1900 and 1920, but the
most rapid period of market formation was in the two decades from 1920
wntil 1940 when 49 markets were founded (Table I).]‘1 Nearly one-half
of the terminal markets are munioipally controlled; about one=fourth
are privately owned, one-fifth are ocooperative ventures, and the
remainder are maintained by growers stook or are state owned and regu-
lated. All types seem to have been sucoessful. The greatest conoen-
tration of these markets is in southern New England, southern New York,
and New Jersey. Otherwise, terminal markets are fairly evenly distrib-

uted in the area east of the 100th meridian (Figure 3).

Development of conoentration markets. The most recent result of

the effect of specialization in market aotivities is the development of

10jo0hn L. Wann et al., _Ft‘amers' Produce Markets in the _I_Igited
States (Washington, D, C.: U. S, Department of Agriculture, 1948),
pp. 84, 85, 104, 108, and 110.

111bid., Table 4, p. 34.



TABLE I

YEARS OF ORIGIN OF WHOLESALE TERMINAL MARKETS
OPERATING IN THE UNITED STATES IN 1946=*

t—
o g——— —————at——— ~—

PERIOD NUMBER OF MARKETS FOUNDED

Before 1800
1800 - 1809
1810 - 1819
1820 - 1829
1830 - 1839
1840 - 1849
1850 - 18569
1860 - 1869
1870 - 1879
1880 - 1889
1890 - 1899
1900 = 1909

[
DDODOHHOFDWRNE I | I VI

1910 - 1919
1920 - 1929
1930 - 1939
1940 - 1946
Years of origin not known

N N

Total 110

*Source: John L, Wann et al,, Farmers' Produce Markets
in the United States (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Department of
Agrioulture, 1948), p. 34.
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oonocentration or shipping point markets. At these markets loocal prod-
uots are concentrated into carload or truckload quantities and dis-
patoched to large terminal markets where they are sold to retailers and
other distributors in one or several oities.lz In other instances the
produots are sold to large chain store operations or other buyers who
are able to dispose of large volumes of fruits and vegetables.

Concentration markets have resulted from changes in fruit and
vegetable produstion and from dissatisfaction of farmers in consignment
selling. Before the development of ooncentration markets, growers in
areas distant from consuming regions were forced to load their products
on refrigerated freight oars and oonsign them to commission merchants
at the terminal markets. This often left the grower at the ocomplete
meroy of unstable market prices. At the concentration markets whole-
sale buyers must usually make commitments on prices to the producer
before the products oan be ahippedf When these markets are loocated in
relatively large oities they sometimes double as a point of loocal
supply and thus become secondary terminal markets.

Probably the first market development of this type was the one

13

at Benton Harbor, Michigan, established in the 1890's. Unorganized

12pred E. Clark and L. D. H. Weld, Marketing Agricultural Prod-
uots in the United States (New York: The Maomillam Co., 1932), Pe ~87.

13Roger F. Burdette, et al., Farmers' Produoe Markets in the
United States - Part III - Shigging Point Markets, United States
Department of Agriculture Marketing Research Report No. 17 (Washington:
Government Printing Office, May, 1962), p. 5.
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oonocentration auction markets were in operation in Ohio in 1902 or
1903, and in North Carolina in 1909, 14 By 1925, 23 oconoentration mar-
kets were in operation and by 1960 there were 99 markets of this type
in all parts of the United States (Figure 4).15

In 1935, the Florida State Department of Agriculture realiged
the need for organizing better marketing facilities for farmers and
established its first oonocentration market at Sanford., Other markets
were soon established where farmers ocould sell their products for oash.
These markets immediately ", . . began to solve some of the problems of

w16

growers to whom currenoy had become almost an abstraotion. By 1960

there were 19 frult and vegetable markets in Florida, most of them
oconcentration markets (Figure 4).

The 1935 general assembly of the state of Georgia authorigzed the
comnissioner of agrioulture to procure sites on which to conduct
farmers' markets and in 1936, ". . . with the aid of publio spirited
oitizens . « « ," markets were established in Macon, Thomasville, and
Valdosta.l”

(Figure 4).

By 1950 there were 17 concentration markets in Georgia

14g, W. Cake, Operation of Small-lot Country Fruit and Vegetable
Auctions, United States Department of Agriculture, Farm Credit Adminis-
tration, Ciroular C-118 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1940),

pp. 1 ff.

15Burdette, op. oit., p. 6.

16Federal Writers' Projeot, Florida, A Guide to the Southermost
State (in American Guide Series. New York: Oxford University Press,

1939), p. 83.

17George C. Leckie, Georgia (in American Guide Series. Atlanta:
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Except for two markets in Texas and one in Arkansas, all oonoen-
tration markets are loocated east of the Mississippi River, amd all
exoept 21 of the 99 in operation in 1950, were located on the Atlantio
and Gulf Coastal Plains. Fifty-seven of the markets are found in
Florida, Georgia, South Carolina, and North Carolina, with most of the
remainder on the Delmarva Peninsula and in New Jersey, New York, Penn-

sylvania, Comneotiout, and Rhode Island (Figure 4).18

Development of other market types. Although not an integral

part of this study, a brief summary of retail, roadside, and womens'®
markets, as further agencies for the distribution of fruits and vege-
tables, is thought to be of suffiocient value for inclusion at this
point.

Farmers!' retail markets are more numerous than any market type
handling fruits and vegetables in the United States, with the probable
exception of roadside markets. Approximately 300 of these markets are
ocwrently operating, most of them located north of Virginia and east of
the Mississippi River. Pennsylvania alone is responsible for nearly
one-third of all retail markets, while Michigan, New York, and Ohio
together acocount for almost one=fourth, Facilities on these markets
usually oconsist of sheds or enclosed buildings with stalls in which

farmers display their produots.

Tupper and Love, 1954), p. 61.

18Burdette, op. cit., p. 10.
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Of all the retail markets now operating, only 90 were in exist-
ence in 1900, with the most rapid period of growth beginning about
1910, From 1910 to 1930, 101 markets were established, and between
1930 and 1940 an additional 53 retail markets were founded.

Most of the farmers' retail markets are found in ocities of less
than 50,000 inhabitants, but sometimes several retail markets will be
found in one large oity. Baltimore, Maryland, for example, has a total
of 10 municipal retail markets and one privately owned. The develop-
ment of the modern super-market with its attraotive displays of fresh
fruit and vegetables throughout the year has rapidly enoroached upon
retail marketing in recent years and may bring an end to most presently
existing facilities. The 105 year-old Farmers' Market in Knoxville,
Tennessee, for example, was demolished in 1960 to make room for parking
lots and expansion of the central business distriot.

Farm womens' markets are usually located in small towns and
farmers! wives do most of the selling. The market usually oconsists of
a small building with rows of tables inside, on which the farm women
display their wares. Over 200 farm womens' markets are ourrently oper-
ating in the United States, most of them in southern states, and over
one-half having a date of origin sinoce 1930 (Figure 5).

Roadside markets are probably the least psrmanent, most diverse
in oharaoter, and the most numerous of all market types considered in
this study. Many of them consist of 1ittle more thamn a bench or table
placed at some spot along a highway on whioh the farmer oan exhibit his

goods. At times, permanent buildings are erected and filled with
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numerous products available for sale. ™Much of the buying at these
markets is done incidentally in comneotion with pleasure motoring. But,
except for this incidental buying it would be an economioc waste for
fifty housewives to make special trips to a roadside market, where one

truck could bring the products to the ci.‘l:y."]'9

At times, several
farmers will cooperate in setting up a roadside market so that most of
them can spend their time farming, while a minority is actually engaged
in selling. This market type seems to have expanded in numbers in

recent years as highways have improved, automobiles have become more

plentiful, and travel has inoreased.

19onroe and Stratton, op. oit., p. 23.



CHAPTER IV

PRODUCTION AND MARKETING OF FLORIDA

FRUITS AND VEGETABLES

The importance of Florida as a producer of fresh fruits and
vegetables for consumption during the winter months is perhaps best
refleoted on the vegetable counters of stores in most of the eastern
United States, Dwring winter months housewives purohase fresh fruits
and vegetables valued at millions of dollars, without realizing the
oomplicated system of production and marketing that enables them to
have these produwsts on their tables.

Florida ranks second only to California as a producer of vege-
tables in the United States, and first in the production of ocitrus
fruits except lemons. A larger percentage of the Florida vegetable
orop is sold fresh, but most of the citrus production is proocessed.
California, on the other hand, markets most of its ocitrus in fresh
form. During the period 1963-57, only 27 per oent of the Florida
oitrus orop was sold fresh, while in the same period California mar-

1

keted 71 per cent of its citrus as fresh fruit.™ In the 1958-59 season,

80 per cent of all Florida oranges and 563 per oent of the grapefruit

produced were processed.

1H, F. Willson, Marketing Florida Citrus - Summary of 1967-68
S8eason (Lakeland: United States Department of Agrioulture Market News
Service on Fruits and Vegetables, Ootober 15, 19568), pp. 12-13.
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Growth of the Florida vegetable industry has been most rapid
since 1920, when the total value of vegetables sold was $13,695,225
from 66,250 acres.? By 1930, 138,947 aores were being planted in vege-
tables, in 1950, 267,152 aores, and in 1958-59 vegetables valued at
almost $160,000,000 were sold from 406,950 aores. Aoreage in nearly all
types of vegetables expanded during this period with some of the more
spectacular inoreases ocowrring in plantings of sweet corn, radishes,
squash, snap beans, tomatoes, peppers, and watermelons. Inoreases in
acreage of cantaloupes, lettuce, romaine, and carrots have been rela-
tively small, while there was a deoline in plantings of green peas.

There are two primary reasons for Florida's importance in fruit
and vegetable produotion. First in order of importance is the almost
total absence of frost in southern Florida, while the remainder of the
peninsula suffers only ocoasional frosts of short duration (Figures 2,
6, and 7). This enables mush of the state to produce ocut-of-season,
winter and early spring vegetables. The second advantage is the rela-
tive proximity of Florida to the major eastern markets, especially when
ocompared with other areas that are capable of production during the
winter and early spring. Dwring years when ocold waves of great inten-
sity penetrate into southernmost Florida, however, growers suffer heavy
losses and fresh winter vegetables for northern markets are in short

supply with ocorrespondingly high prices.

2United States Bureau of the Census, United States Census of
Agrioulture:s 1954. Vol I, Part 16 (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1956), p. 51.
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Florida's major winter vegetable production comes from counties
adjacent to Lake Okeechobee and those along the east coast, south of
the lake, Production began on a large scale in south Florida after
research had proved the feasibility of producing vegetables on the muck
soils of that region and after much of the land had been drained.

Prior to this time, vegetables had been confined to the ocentral and
northern portions of the state.

Interest in the agricultural settlement of south Florida began
after the olose of the Seminole Indian War in 1842, Even prior to the
admission of Florida as a state in 1845 various people had aoquired the
idea of draining the vast area of the Everglades and suggested that a
dense population in that region would enhance the security of the
United States and would enable this country to free itself from depend-
ence wpon foreign areas for certain tropical orops. Efforts to drain
the Everglades were beset by failure until the decade after 1900, how=-
ever, when some progress was made., During this period and in succeeding
years land offices all over the ocowntry were extolling the virtues of
south Florida as an ideal place for agricultural settlement. By 1911
there were some fifty real-estate agencies in Chicago disposing of
Everglades la.nd.3 Promises of wonderful productivity with no applioa-
tion of fertilizers encowraged many persons to pwrohase small parocels

of ten aores or less and the rank dishonesty of sales personnel often

SAlfred J. and Kathryn A. Hanna, Lake Okeeohobee: Wellspring of
the Everglades (New York: The Bobbs-Merrill Co., 1948), p. 140.
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led to socandal and legal actions on the part of purchasers to recover
their investments. Drainage had not progressed at the promised rate
and much of the land sold was still under water.

Development of the Okeechobee Region was greatly encouraged by
completion of the Conners Highway from Okeechobee City to Palm Beach in
1924, This set off a land boom that resulted in sales of millions of
dollars of land and olaims that Okeechobee City was destined to be
another Chisago. Tramsportation continued to be a problem and serious
handicap to the region until after 1928, however, for railroad conneo-
tions were available only with the west coast and the Conners Highway
was the only good outlet to the east. Perishable goods were marketed
only with greatest diffioulty and aften at considerable loss.

Beginning in 1920 a series of disasters struock the Okeechobee
region. Exocessive rainfall followed by drought, muok fires, economio
depression, and finally the hurricane of 1926 brought to an end the
pioneer stage of the Everglade's development. The 1928 hurricane
destroyed what had emerged as a vegetable region around Belle Glade and
over 2,400 persons lost their lives when Lake Okeechobee overflowed the
ad jacent areas.?

After this great disaster Florida obtained financial and plan-
ning aid from the Federal Governmsnt for control of the waters of Lake
Okeechobee. An eighty-five mile long levee was oconstructed around the

southern shore of the lake and along low places further north. The

4Ibid., p. 262.
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levee varied in height from 34 to 38 feet and was at least five feet
above the highest kmown point that the lake has ever reached. Two
canals that had been oconstructed for drainage purposes during an ear-
lier period were enlarged and improved.

As oonfidenoce grew in the oontrol of the lake waters investments
poured in, and by 1930 parts of the region, especially Belle Glade and
Pahokee, were making a rapid oomebaok. In 1928 the Tamiami Trail
opened, conneoting the lake with Miami, and by 1930 the entire east and
south sides of the lake were being served by railroads.

The speotaotular wealth of vegetable production around Lake
Okeechobee emerged after the 1928 hurricane. In place of the small ten
aore plots that had charaoterized the region prior to that time, large-
scale operations or oompany farms became more prevalent, It had been
discovered that in the Everglades the oultivation of land had to reach
large proportions if any degree of security was to be found.

Pioneer farmers had discovered that orops did not produce well
in newly reclaimed muok and that types of fertilizer in common use were
little help. A ohemioal combination was discovered in 1927, however,
that caused orop yields to be multiplied. Since the muok land of the
Everglades is endowed with an abwmdanoe of chemicals suoh as nitrogen,
phosphorous, and lime, the only mineral found in oommon oommeroial
fertilizers that is beneficial to the soil of this region is potash.
The most serious defioienoy is in copper, and ocopper sulfates are added

regularly, plus sulfates of zino and magnesium and small amounts of
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boron and iron when ohemical analysis indicates that these minerals are
needed.5 Even with the addition of chemicals, however, there remains
the problem of alternately draining and irrigating the land dwring wet
and dry seasons. During dry seasons the muck shrinks from lack of
water and if left without cover will blow away. Muck fires, sometimes
burning underground for oconsiderable distances prior to breaking onto
the surface, and at times ocovering large areas, may seriously damage
the so0il and hinder cultivation.

Many farm operators begin preparing their fields by a system
known as mole drainage. The mole drains are underground tunnels
approximately six inoches in diameter, placed about fifteen feet apart
and three feet below the surface. They are constructed by attaching an
iron plug to a thin blade and then pulling the plug through the fields
below the surface. These drains last from one to five years. Drainage
ditoches surround each field, emptying into lateral oanals which in turn
oarry water into arterial channels constructed between Lake Okeechobee
and the coast.

Agrioulture is almost entirely mechanized, as mules and horses
sink deeply into the muok. The fields are first plowed with a rotary
Plow in order to aerate the soils; chemicals are added, and then oon-
ventional methods of plowing, planting, and cultivating follow.

Even today in south Florida an air of speculation is brought
about by the risks taken in agriculture due to the possibility of orops

SRobert N. Ford, A Resowroe Use Analysis and Evaluation of the
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being destroyed by frost, too much or too little rain, or evemn too much
heat, The chance of orops being destroyed by frost is clearly reflected
in that the major vegetable producing district is found on the south-
eastern shore of Lake Okeechobee, whioh is partially protected from
ocold northwesterly winds by the lake waters. During cold waves temper-
atures immediately adjacent to the lake are usually two to five degrees
warmer than at the same latitude ocloser to the east coast and, as a
result, land values decline as distanoe from the lake inoreases.

| During good years enormous yields are obtained for huge profits,
while poor years may bring devastating financial ruin. In 19658-69 a
large tomato growing ooncern declared bankruptoy as a result of its
inability to pay an $800,000 fertilizer bill after freezes and excess
moisture had destroyed three sucocessive plantings. In the past, pro-
ducers often staked all their money on a single planting, auotioned the
harvest in the fields, and moved on. Growers sometimes cultivated the
land without owning or even paying rent for it, since much of the land
was held by persons who lived elsewhere. A similar practice is still
carried on in some areas near lLake Okeechobee, where cattle farmers
will allow vegetable growers to use their land free of charge for one
or two years in order to get the land cleared and in better shape for

pasture.
Today most of the land adjacent to Lake Okeechobee and through-
out south Florida is high in value and ocarefully oontrolled. Every-

Everglades Agriculturel Area (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1956), p. 13.
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where farming is big business with vegetdble farms seldom falling below
100 aores in size and many totaling over 1,000 aores. Fields of toma-
toes, beans, and other orops stretoh as far as the eye ocan see. One
farmer in the Okeechobee area operates his farm with the aid of over
30 field radio units.s From his offioce, where there is a map of his
farm area, he can direct operations anywhere on his 2,000 acores.
Plantings are staggered so that at the same time, on most large farms,
orops are being planted, oultivated, and harvested. Small farmers are
finding themselves unable to compete with the large growers since they
cannot afford the necessary equipment for most efficient production.
This, plus the larger farmers' ability to absorb the losses that result
during bad years, means that the tendenoy toward fewer small and more
large farms will probably oontinue. Not only is this true in south
Florida, but in other portions of the state as well. There is a good
possibility that in a few more years almost all of Florida's vegetables
will be produced by two or three dozen large growers.

Citrus is king in central Florida, especially in the Lake Dis-
triot, although vegetables are grown in several counties. Migratory
labor is used in harvesting both fruits and vegetables, with whites
being employed primarily in the fruit orchards, while Negroes work on
the vegetable farms. The growing season in central Florida is some-

what later than in the south, but the ocentral area enjoys a transpor-

6statement by Mr. Lee Brannen, Salesman, Pioneer Growers'
Cooperative, Belle Glade, Florida.
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tation advantage over south Florida when its vegetables begin to mature.
Most of the vegetables and fruits are produced by relatively large
growers, with the oitrus oonsentrate plants often owning thousands of
aores of oitrus groves.

North Florida is of little importance either as a vegetable or
fruit producer. Agrioculture is less specialized and more closely
related to the loocal economy than in other parts of the state. Pota-
toes are a relatively important orop in Flagler, Putnam, and St. Johns
ocounties, but most other vegetables are confined to areas further
south,

The first Florida vegetable harvests are shipped in Ootober,
reach a peak in Maroh, and end in June or the first part of July.
During August and September Florida becomes a market for, rather than
an exporter of, vegetables.

The major Florida winter vegetables are: tomatoes, snap beans,
peppers, celery, oabbage, potatoes, escarole, sweet ocorn, squash,
lettuoce, eggplant, and cuoumbers (Table II). Of these products cab-
bage, escarole, and lettuce are produced almost entirely as winter
orops. Smaller quantities of cauliflower and spinach are also produced
during the winter season. Fall orops include mostly tomatoes, snap
beans, ocucumbers, sweet corn, peppers, squash, and eggplant, with large
quantities of tomatoes, watermelons, sweet corn, potatoes, ocuoumbers,
peppers, snap beans, celery, squash, and eggplant being harvested in

the spring. Watermelons and cucumbers are harvested only in the spring,



TABLE II

VALUE OF LEADING FLORIDA TRUCK CROP8 - 19657-68 AND 1968-59
(IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS)=*

e a———

TOTAL VALUE PER CENT TOTAL VALUE

CROP FALL WINTER SPRING 1968=69 PROCESSED 1957-68
Snap Beans 84,896 8 6,277 8 4,176 $ 16,348 21 814,017
Cabbage 5,566 5,666 6,246
Cantaloupes 448 448 363
Cauliflower 220 220 163
Celery 6,186 3,212 9,398 17,2656
Corn (Sweet) 1,962 2,418 9,691 13,971 11,064
Cucumbers 2,907 542 6,111 9,660 7,637
Eggplant 479 672 719 1,870 1,535
Esoarole &

Chiocory 2,760 2,760 3,630
Lettuoce &

Romaine 1,206 1,206 1,612
Peppers 1,749 6,263 5,146 13,158 11,432
Potatoes 4,382 9,142 13,624 14,792
Squash 969 1,666 1,284 3,809 2,605
Spinach 132 132 100 NA
Strawberries 906 906 675
Tomatoes 9,393 17,906 16,950 44,249 2 30,063
Watermelons 12,431 12,431 7,744
Greens (All types

exoept prooessed

spinach 2,660 4,354

154



TABLE II (continued)

e  —— ————————————— — ——

TOTAL VALUE PER CENT TOTAL VALUE
CROP FALL WINTER SPRING 1968-59 PROCESSED 1967-58
Radishes $ 2,586 $ 3,515
Field Peas 1,225 846
Chinese Cabbage 354 448
Misoc. Vegetables 2,100 3,430
GRAND TOTAL 81568,110

*Source: Elmo F., Soarborough, Amual Agricul tural Statistiocal Summary, 19658-59 Season
(Jacksonville: Florida State Marketing Bureau, 1969), p. 70.

EA - Not available.

ra4
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together with heaviest harvests of corn, potatoes, ououmbers, and egg-
plant.

The tables indiocating the distribution of Florida vegetables to
seleoted oities are in some instanoes incomplete, sinoe receipts of
certain produots in some oities were not obtainable. Furthermore, some
of the cities, such as Atlanta and Columbia, aot as redistribution
points for Florida vegetables, and, as a result, the amount of those
produots aotually consumed in the redistribution points may have been
somewhat less than the statistiocs indicate. There is also the possi-
bility that some items may have been counted twice; for example, water-
molons shipped to Atlanta may be redistributed to Baltimore or New York.

Complete records of frult and vegetable shipments to the various
states were not available, but the distribution of Florida vegetables
by truck is found in Table III., Rail distribution was not available by
states, but will be found for selected oities listed in the foregoing
table for each major product considered in the study.

For most Florida vegetables Palm Beach County is the leading
producer, New York Staté is the major oconsuming state, and New York
City the prinoipal urban market. 1In gemeral, distribution is heaviest
to states and cities to the east of the Appalachians, the Middle West
oocupies a secondary role, and only a very small percentage moves to
states west of the 100th meridian (Figure 8). There is, however,
enough difference in the produoing and marketing areas of the leading

vegetables to warrant a separate desoription of each.



TABLE III

DISTRIBUTION OF FLORIDA VEGETABLES BY TRUCK (RAIL CARLOT EQUIVALERT),
AUGUST 1, 1958 - JULY 31, 19659%

———

I

e

Cab- Cel- Gr. Cuoum- Egg- Pep=- Pota- Rad= 8qu-

W=

Tom=
State Beans bage ery Corn Dbers plant pers toes ish ash atoes mel.
Alabama 268 357 270 274 51 32 66 507 37 68 818 361
Arizona 2 - 1 12 11 1l 5 6 - 2 5 -
Arlensas 59 8 73 46 16 6 11 136 16 9 150 249
California 18 1l 4 214 172 10 47 40 1 6 70 -
Canada 87 73 170 79 162 20 656 657 40 8 134 323
Colorado 4 1 23 35 42 6 11 28 9 8 40 -
Conneotiout 26 24 21 18 45 11 33 11 3 16 45 201
Delaware 1 9 2 3 9 - 5 2l - - - 18
Dist. Columbia 27 138 73 74 21 8 18 39 23 9 189 332
Florida 32 35 29 39 11 3 10 256 2 11 115 102
Georgia 793 813 741 608 68 40 100 918 44 129 1,001 526
Illinois 196 112 308 387 679 658 168 428 59 39 4956 673
Indiana 63 88 166 147 59 12 40 442 39 10 273 989
Iowa 2 11 18 28 14 1 4 28 21 1 23 162
Kansas 4 - 42 29 15 2 8 36 22 3 62 35
Kentuoky 100 61 66 83 32 10 22 192 16 10 126 436
Louisiana 107 10 282 180 63 74 96 204 19 38 362 276
Maine 2 18 6 8 17 1l 3 19 2 1l 3 23
Maryland 320 521 186 283 193 49 129 134 64 66 263 448
Massachusetts 192 106 120 80 361 66 186 187 51 86 554 179
Michigan 60 68 228 90 142 18 62 178 57 18 174 6588
Minnesota 9 6 78 87 74 4 14 29 76 6 36 146
Mississippi 156 16 33 10 4 9 12 30 2 6 170 95
Missouri 104 17 213 299 136 34 90 196 107 20 333 293




TABLE III (ocontinued)

Cab=- Cel- Gr. Cuoum- Egg- Pep- Pota- Rad- Squ- Tom- w-

State Beans bage ery Corn bers plant pers toes ish ash atoes mel.,
Montana 2 - - 2 3 - - - - - - -
Mexioco - - - - 1 - - - - - - -
Nebraska 2 1 10 19 17 1 6 38 11 2 37 30
New Hampshire - - - - - - - 1 - - - 8
New Jersey 82 193 219 169 104 36 88 76 25 23 216 922
New Mexioo 1 1 - 1 1 - 1 1 - 1 - -
New York 706 875 393 550 1,143 454 1,024 410 178 229 2,806 1,856
Forth Carolina 375 910 362 648 111 17 72 633 36 69 916 6526
North Dakota - 2 6 3 7 - 1 1 11 - 1 39
Ohio 126 125 190 134 233 36 108 611 192 25 428 986
Oklahoma 23 2 108 72 17 4 14 23 13 17 201 14
Oregon - - - - 1 - - - - - - -
Pennsylvania 462 803 418 656 615 148 435 1,140 114 73 980 1,228
Rhode Island 23 28 5 6 46 10 35 82 1 10 10 100
South Carolina 386 666 248 686 86 20 78 293 29 66 832 750
South Dakota - 1 1 3 5 - 1 1 1 - 2 11
Tennessee 257 272 308 262 47 21 66 472 60 48 1,035 6540
Texas 239 7 378 431 1563 63 162 166 42 151 890 141
Utah - - - 6 16 - - 9 - - 18 -
Vermont - - - - - - - - - - - 5
Virginia 191 465 264 194 76 13 58 366 27 23 585 372
Washington 1 - - 8 21 1 1 1 3 2 2 1




TABLE III (ocontinued)

Cab- Cel- Gr. Cuoum- Egg- Pep- Pota- Rad- Squ- Tom- W-

State Beans bage ery Corn Dbers plant pers  toes ish ash atoes mel.
West Virginia 27 63 85 32 18 2 8 48 8 2 146 149
Wisconsin 11 29 67 44 78 5 22 69 23 5 21 216
Wyoming - - - - - - - - - - 1 -
Unknown 50 88 41 31 45 6 22 43 10 8 79 3,643

Totals 6,464 7,003 6,183 6,969 6,131 1,299 3,377 8,271 1,491 1,324 14,616 17,979

-

*Source; Elmo F, Socarborough, Annual Agrioultural Statistical Sumary, 1968-69 Season (Jackson-
ville: Florida State Marketing Bureau, 1969), pp. 120-21.

oY
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An attempt has been made to indicate faocilities through which
the various vegetables are placed on the market. Reliable statistios
are available only for the state farmers! markets, however, and these
markets sometimes handle only a very small percentage of the total pro-
duction of certain commodities (Figure 9 and Table IV). Altogether,
the state markets are responsible for sales of approximately one-third
of the vegetables produced in the state.

Most sales that do not ocour through the state market system are
made privately by the growers to buyers for terminal market dealers,
chain stores, or other oconsumers of large quantities of vegetables.
Privately owned and operated markets and packing houses market signifi-
cant quantities of some oc;mmodities, and cooperative marketing assooi-
ations are important selling agencies, espeocially in the Belle Glade
area nsar Lake Okeechobee. Statistiocs from private and cooperative
marketing agencies were generally not obtainable, for fear of damaging
their ocompetitive positions.

Generally the relatively small farmer uses the state markets,
and some indication of the sigze of growers producing each of Florida's
ma jor vegetable orops may be gained by examining the proportion of each
orop sold through the state facilities. For some of the less perish-
able and more bulky produwsts that do not require expensive grading and
packing, however, even a small farmer may be able to bring together
ocarload or truckload quantities and market the product privately.

Furthermore, som® small farmers market their orops through private



49

=T TPV
N

STATE FRUIT AND VEGETABLE
- MARKETS

FLORIDA COUNTIES n we |

@
usnoau:j PO

@ STATE FRUIT AND VEGETASLE MARXETS
L © rpckaoleo
HOLMES oHompone
SBanday CKSOH DROVARD
SANTA ROSA | oxaro0sa n
VASNOTON
CALNOWN
ey
DADE
MONAOT
eFlorida City
EH“ LJ

FIGURE 9




SALES OF SELECTED VEGETABLES ON FLORIDA STATE FARMERS' MARKETS, 1958-1959%

TABLE IV

Value g_f; Sales

Vegetable Bonifay Brooker Florida City Fort Myers Fort Pierce @Gadsden County Immokalee
Beans

(A1l kinds) 81,962 89,875 $ 15,511 8 - $ -- $161,150 $ --
Cabbage - - - - - 62,889 -
Cantaloupes 350 - - - - - 1,681
Celery - - - - - - -
Corn, Green - 4,148 - - - - -
Cuoumbers 232 5,861 69,622 1,429,454 - 10,471 473,859
Eggplant -- 32 - 28,634 - - 172
Lettuoce - - - - - - -—
Peppers 40 2,676 - 1,108,937 655 - 26, 399
Potatoes

(Irish) 57 89 - 193,434 - - -
Radishes - - - - - - -
Squash 9 1,231 19,832 274,171 - 243 26,863
Tomatoes 1,515 -- 3,461,047 261,821 5,000,818 - 862,032
Watermelons 6,563 - - 3,063 - - -

0s



TABLE IV (ocontinued)

Value g{_Sales

Vegetable Pahokee Palatka Palmetto Plant City Pompano Sanford Starke Wauchula
Beans $ - 8 - 8 1,726 $601,976 $4,137,085 £281,140 § 370 § -
(A1l kinds)
Cabbage - 208,793 18,130 - 263 651,540 - -
Cantaloupes - - 1,500 271 - - -~ -
Celery 408,452 - 7,500 - -- 328,712 - --
Corn, Green 2,449,647 - 338 239 400,836 418,945 5,036 -
Cucumbers 171,726 - 3,188 190 2,922,833 178,487 9,664 718,982
Eggplant - -- 263 61,815 1,106,469 41,058 1,133 832
Lettuce 201 -- 3,900 - - 44,971 - -
Peppers - -- 1,900 486,736 5,258,861 255,848 8,145 51,698
Potatoes (Irish) 64,939 308, 354 34,260 20,050 13,412 116,017 - -
Radishes - - - - - 79,957 - -~
Squash 10,450 - 1,050 403,738 1,032,801 54,295 270 132
Tomatoes - - 129,375 635 1,193,984 109,606 -- 147,600
Watermelons - 29,893 4,650 - -- 18,908 - -

*Bouroce: Florida State Farmers' Markets, Twenty-Fifth Annual Report, 1968-59, A Report Prepared by
the Director of State Markets rﬁﬁnter Haven: State Agriocultural Marketing Board, October, 1959), pp. 16-68.
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markets, packing howses, and cooperatives, and some large growers sell
at least a portion of their orops through the state faoilities.

One of the most outstanding vegetable orops produced for the
fresh market in Florida is srap beans, with an average of 67,340 aores
planted for harvest annually from 1948 through 1968.7 Bean averages
declined steadily during this period resulting in a drop from 78,000
aores planted for harvest in the 1948-49 season to 53,500 aores in
1968-59. All major producing areas are found south of Lake Okeechobee,
with Palm Beach County planting nearly 60 per cent of the total acreage
and Broward and Dade counties 27 per cent (Figure 16).

Harvest time begins the last week in Ootober and ocontinues wntil
the latter part of May. Heaviest shipments ococur during March and
April, and lightest movements are in Ootober and May. In addition,
there is usually a decline in shipments during January and February from
November and December averages. Competition with beans from other
states is greatest in the early fall and late spring.

Approximately one=third of the total bean orop harvested for
sale is s8o0ld through the state farmers' markets, with Pompano, Plant
City, Sanford, and the Gadsden County markets together handling a

volume of over $5,100,000 in 1958-59 (Table IV).

7George D. Cammeyer, Marketing Florida Vegetables - Selected
Commodities - 1959 Season, A Report Prepared by the United States
Agriocultural Marketing Service in Cooperation with the Florida State
Marketing Bureau (Washington: Fruit and Vegetable Division, United
States Department of Agriculture, June, 1959), p. 4.




FIGURE 10

S8ALES PLATFORM OF POMPANO STATE FARMERS®
MARKET, POMPANO, FLORIDA

FIGURE 11

THE PIONEER GROWERS' COOFPERATIVE
BELLE GLADE, FLORIDA
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FIGURE 12

BEAN FIELD NEAR HOMESTEAD, FLORIDA
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Truok shipments accounted for over 756 per oent of all beans
leaving Florida during both the 1967-68 and the 1958-69 seasons
(Figure 14 and Table III). Southern and Middle Atlantic states were
the leading destinations, with Georgia and New York taking over 27 per
oent of all truck shipments. The Middle Atlantioc states of Maryland
and Pennsylvania and the southern states of South Carolina and North
Carolina obtained an additional 28 per ocent. Most remaining beans were
shipped to southern New England and the Middle West.

Florida was the source of approximately 30 per ocent of all beans
sold in the thirty-seven oities listed in Table V, and these cities, in
turn, accounted for 60 per oent of total Florida bean shipments. New
York and Atlanta were the leading oity destinations, with New York
receiving approximately twice the quantity obtained by Atlanta
(Figure 156). In addition, Philadelphia, Chiocago, Boston, Birmingham,
and Columbia obtained large bean shipments. Trucks accounted for most
shipments to the ocities considered, with rail receipts exceeding those
by truwk only in Cinocimmati and Detroit.

The ma jor cabbage producing ocounties in 1958=59 in order of their
importance were: Palm Beach, St. Johns, Seminole, Putnam, and Flagler
(Figure 1'/).8 These five counties produce approximately 85 per cent of

the state oabbage orop. Aoreage fluctuates oonsiderably from year to

8E1mo Fo Scarborough, Amual Agricultural Statistiocal Summary,
1968-69 Season, Florida Marke ting Bureau, Forty~Second Annual Report
(Jacksonville: Florida State Department of Agriocul ture, 1959), p. 92.
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TABLE V

CARLOT SHIPMENTS OF BEANS FROM FLORIDA AND OTHER SOURCES TO
SELECTED CITIES - AUGUST 1, 1968 THROUGH JULY 31, 1959%

— G

———— P

FLORIDA OTHERS

CITIES Rail Truck Rail  Truock
Albany - 14 - 29
Atlanta 14 403 1l 476
Baltimore 20 149 - 360
Birmingham - 201 - 357
Boston 46 187 4 4256
Buffalo 6 1l 7 60
Chiocago 110 177 66 445
Cinoimnati 60 63 14 290
Cleveland 16 84 26 269
Columbia 1 260 - 286
Dallas - 125 - 206
Denver - 7 - 96
Detroit 47 41 48 129
Houston 1l 72 3 102
Indianapolis 1 46 1 95
Kansas City 2 57 2 80
Los Angeles 3 12 - 1,796
Louisville 17 79 - 99
Memphis 2 60 - 84
Miami - 70 - 66
Milwaukee - 2 - 16
Minno -St ° Paul - 7 - 9
Nashville 1l 20 2 57
New Orleans - 64 - 83
New York City 332 666 3l 1,685
Philadelphia 76 256 1l 603
Pittsburgh 3 91 3 183
Portland, Ore. - - - 24
Providence, R. I. - 25 - 118
St. Louis 16 80 4 163
Salt Lake City - - - 20
San Antonio - 21 1 103
San Franoisco 2 7 - 644
Washington, D. C. 17 118 - 206
Wichita, Kans. - 2 - 17
TOTALS 793 3,457 212 9,671

*Source: Elmo F. Soarborough, Annual Agricultural Statistical
8 , 19568-569 Season (Jacksonville: Florida State Marketing Bureau,
1959;, p. 122,
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year, with 19,900 aores planted for harvest in 1952-53, as compared to
only 13,900 aores in 1956-57.

Harvest of oabbage begins about the first week in December and
ocontinues through April, falling off sharply in May as orops from
Georgia and more northerly states begin to mature and oome into ocompe-
tition with the ?‘;orida orop. Since oabbage can be stored for a time,
the Florida product competes with stored ocabbage from New York and
Wisoconsin from December through April, and cabbage from Texas, Louisi-
ana, and South Carolina is shipped in almost every month of the Florida
season, Heaviest shipments of Florida cabbage ocour in March, while
Alabama, Georgia, and Mississippi ship in April and May, and Tennessee
and Virginia in May.

The greater part of the cabbage orop is marketed privately, for
only two state markets handle any appreciable quantities (Table IV).

In 1954, the Sanford Farmers' Market in Seminole County sold cabbage
valued at $606,000, and the Palatka Market in Putnam County had a
$225,000 ocabbage business. For the 1958-59 season five state farmers'
markets sold cabbage valued at $930,604. Only the Sanford Market, with
sales of $208,793, handled significant quantities. Considering the
ocabbage orop as a whole, only 12 to 16 per ocent is normally sold
through state marketing chammels. Sinoce this orop is not as perishable
as many others, farmers ocan usually wait until they have harvested
truckload or oarload proportions, and are able to handle their own

marketing.
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Heaviest shipments of Florida cabbage for the 1958-69 season
were to states along the Atlantic Coast (Figure 13 and Table VI).
Nearly 80 per ocent was shipped by truck, with markets for cabbage being
more restricted to nearby states than is the ocase with most other
Florida vegetables. North Carolina, Georgia, South Carolina, and Ala-
bama acocounted for 38 per cent of all truck shipments, while New York,
Pennsylvania, Maryland, and Virginia were responsible for amn equal
portion. Other than the above states, only Tennessee, New Jersey, the
Distriot of Columbia, Ohio, Illinois, and Massachusetts received
appreciable quantities by truok.

The largest individual city market for Florida ocabbage in
1968-569 was New York, which received 15 per ocent of all shipments
(Figure 18). Philadelphia and Atlanta obtained an additional 15 per
cent and Baltimore, Columbia, and Birmingham acquired a similar amount.
Boston, Washington, D. C., Pittsburgh, Detroit, Chicago, and Cinoinnati
also reocorded considerable quantities. Rail shipments exceeded those
by truck only in Boston, Detroit, and Cinocinnati. The ocities listed as
actually receiving Florida cabbage in Table VI, obtained over 17 per
cent of their total supply from Florida.

Cauliflower was produced mostly in Manatee and Seminole cownties
in 1968-569. Harvest begins in December and continues into May, but
greatest aotivity ocours in January and February. Cauliflower produoc-
tion seems to have reached a peak in 1953, when 1,400 aores were

planted for harvest, but acreage had declined to only 600 in 1959.



62
TABLE VI

CARLOT SHIPMENTS OF CABBAGE FROM FLORIDA AND OTHER SOURCES TO
SELECTED CITIES - AUGUST 1, 1958 THROUGH JULY 31, 1959%

FLORIDA OTHERS

CITIES Rail Truok Rail  Truok
Albany 42 39 29 179
Atlanta 1 568 3 1,556
Baltimore 18 499 17 1,608
Birmingham 1l 312 3 797
Boston 160 128 242 1,167
Buffalo 35 1l 112 269
Chicago 58 79 551 1,947
Cincimati 104 23 89 697
Cleveland 49 40 264 966
Columbia 1l 450 - 960
Dallas - - - 896
Denver - - 13 687
Detroit 101 43 392 348
Houston - - 10 255
Indianapolis - 24 41 804
Kansas City - - 13 464
Los Angeles - - 12 3,247
Louisville 17 n 14 500
Memphis 2 45 63 633
Miami - 64 7 267
Milwaukee 5 8 100 74
Minn,=St. Paul - 1 110 215
Nashville 7 29 7 326
New Orleans - 7 1l 463
New York City 321 1,028 316 4,488
Philadelphia 124 623 113 2,617
Pittsburgh 48 127 227 1,042
Portland, Ore. - - 36 368
Providence, R. I. 30 25 28 280
St. Louis - 9 201 793
Salt Lake City - - 6 179
San Antonio - - - 836
San Franoisco - - 2 1,040
Washington, D. C. 76 157 8 672
Wichita, Kans. - - - 160
TOTALS 1,200 4,400 3,020 31,788

*Source: Elmo F. Soarborough, éggpal Agricultural Statistiocal
Summary, 1968-59 Season (Jacksonville: Florida State Marketing Bureau,
1959), p. 122.
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Sanford is the only state market handling appreciable quantities
of cauliflower with sales amounting to $74,550 in 1954, but dropping to
$8,742.50 in the 1958-59 season (Table IV).

Over 95 per cent of all ocauliflower shipments were made by truck
in 1958=-59, with Georgia obtaining over 40 per cent of all truck ship-
ments and South Carolina taking nearly 15 per ocent. Alabama, New York,
North Carolina, Virginia, and Tennessee accounted for most of the
remainder (Table III). Florida is insignificant as a source of cauli-
flower to major Uni ted States market areas.

Celery, Florida's eighth ranking vegetable orop by value in
1958-59, is primarily a winter orop from Palm Beach County (Figure 22).
During the 1958-569 season Palm Beach County alone prodused 70 per oent
of the total orop, 73 per ocent of the winter orop, and nearly 64 per
oent of the spring orop. Other counties of importance are: Seminole,
Orange, Sarasota, and Alachua. Seminole and Sarasota produce primarily
for the winter market, while Orange and Alachua market ocelery in the
spring. Earliest shipments ocour in November and usually end in Junme,
with peak months being March and April.

Celery aoreages have fluotuated only moderately during the past
decade, with a low of 9,100 aores planted for harvest in the 1954-55
season and a high of 13,800 aores in 1958-69, Differences in orop
value during the same decade varied from a minimum of 89,398,000 for the
1958=59 season to a maximum of $18,088,000 in 1957=58.

State farmers' markets are of relatively little importance in

marketing celery. Only the Pahokee and Sanford markets, with volumes
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of about $408,000 and $329,000, handled celery in 1959, accounting for
less than four per cent of the total orop by value (Table IV)., Many of
the celery producers have large aocreages and prefer to ship direot to
out-of-state markets. A ocelery cooperative market is found at Island
Grove, Florida and several cooperatives in and near Belle Glade mar-
ket considerable quantities of the orop produced in the Lake Okeechobee
region.

Celery produced during the 1968-59 season had a more even dis-
tribution over the eastern United States than most Florida vegetable
orops, and a larger percentage of the orop was shipped by rail
(Figures 19 and 21, and Table VII). Trucks accounted for slightly more
than one-half of all shipments., In distribution to the cities listed
in Table VII, rail shipments exceeded those by truck. Trucking domi-
nated to oities in nearby states, and to most cities handling only
limited quantities of Florida celery, whether near or far from Florida.

Georgia and Pennsylvania were the leading truck destinations for
Florida celery in 1968-69, and together with New York, North Carolina,
Tennessee, Alabama, Virginia, South Carolina, New Jersey, and Maryland,
took 65 per cent of all truck shipments. Texas, Illinois, Louisiana,
Miochi gan, Missouri, Ohio, Indiana, and Canada obtained another 31 per
cent.

Major oity markets for Florida ocelery were New York, Chicago,
Philadelphia, and Boston, with receipts of over 26 per cent of total
celery shipments. Rail was the dominant mode of transportation in each

ocase, gaining in importance as distance from the market inoreased.
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DISTRIBUTION OF FLORIDA CELERY BY TRUCK
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TABLE VII

CARLOT SHIPMENTS OF CELERY FROM FLORIDA AND OTHER SOURCES TO
SELECTED CITIES - AUGUST 1, 1958 THROUGH JULY 31, 1959%

___FLORIDA ___ OTHERS

CITIES Rail Truock Rail Truock
Albany 24 21 229 22
Atlanta 4 262 21 329
Baltimore 240 112 433 242
Birmingham - 160 13 220
Boston 464 16 787 216
Buffalo 48 6 454 33
Chicago 484 179 1,137 811
Cinoinnati 161 10 312 108
Cleveland 101 2 831 257
Columbia 1l 145 7 175
Dallas 1l 123 4 611
Denver - 23 19 507
Detroit 304 34 828 166
Houston 4 133 63 376
Indianapolis 25 59 299 76
Kansas City 2 60 56 400
Los Angeles - - 23 9,450
Louisville 41 43 82 67
Memphis 11 110 4 196
Miami - 157 69 182
Milwaukee ‘ 26 19 257 84
Minn,=-St. Paul - 14 516 219
Nashville 12 22 10 39
New Orleans 29 188 8l 218
New York City 1,068 398 2,348 1,211
Philadelphia 376 261 1,437 491
Pittsburgh 90 14 809 93
Portland, Ore. - - 48 416
Providence, R. I. 12 3 135 69
St. Louis 120 56 373 176
Salt Lake City 1 - 16 346
San Antonio - 45 3 300
San Franoisco - - 14 1,452
Washington, D. C. 145 116 175 197
Wichita, Kans. 5 18 3 134
TOTALS 3,799 2,809 11,885 19,789

*Source; Elmo F. Soarborough, Annual Agricultural Statistical
Summary, 1958-59 Season (Jacksonville: Florida State Marketing Bureau,
1959), p. 122.
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Atlanta, Washington, D. C., and New Orleans, together obtained nearly
12 per ocent, with truok shipments being dominant in New Orleans and
Atlanta., Nine additional oities=-Cinoinnati, Birmingham, Miami,
Columbia, Houston, Dallas, Memphis, Pittsburgh, and Cleveland--received
appreciable quantities of Florida celery, with truok shipments predomi-
nating in the six southern oities, The cities under consideration
aooounted for 54 per cent of Florida oelery distribution in 1968-59,
and approximately 17 per oent of all celery marketqd in these cities
originated in Florida (Table VII).

The 1958-59 winter ocorn orop consisted of 9,200 aores, of which
Palm Beaoh County had 79 per ocent and Dade County most of the remainder
(Figure 23). The 32,000 acre spring orop was more widely distributed,
although Palm Beaoh still dominated with over 76 per oent of the acre-
age. Most of the remainder was planted in central Florida, in Orange
County. A light fall orop, planted primarily in the Everglades portion
of Palm Beaoh County, is harvested beginning in Ooctober, with heavy
harvests continuing through the first two weeks in December. Marketing
begins in central Florida earlier in October. The Pompano Beaoh and
Dade County areas supply the major part of corn harvests until mid-
Maroch, when the Lake Okeechobee section becomes dominant. Supplies
from the Okeechobee region inorease through April and early May, with
shipments begiming in mid-May from the central portion of the state.

Although there have been times when the corn orop was seriously
damaged by adverse weather oonditions, both aocreage and crop value have

steadily inoreased. During the 1948-49 season 14,700 acres were planted
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for harvest, while the acreage had inoreased to 42,700 for the 1956-57
season., In the same years the orop brought $4,616,000 and $13,1652,000
respeotively. In 1958-69, a total of 51,700 aores were planted and
48,500 acres harvested for a value of $13,971,000,

Major markets handling corn shipments and the value of corn
sales in 1958-59 were as follows: Pahokee, $2,449,647; Sanford,
$418,945; and Pompano, $400,836 (Table IV). Seven markets handled
oorn in some quantity, for total state market sales of $3,279,189, or
26 to 28 per cent of the corm orop harvested for sale. The several
cooperative markets adjacent to Lake Okeechobee are probably responsi-
ble for sales at least as great as those from the state markets.

Trucks acocounted for 60 per ocent of green corn shipments during
the 1958-59 season, with the majority moving to areas east of the
Appalachian Mountains (Figure 20, and Table III). South Carolina,
Pennsylvania, and Georgia led all other states in receipts of Florida
green corn by truock and together with North Carolina and New York
accounted for over 43 per oent of all truck shipments. Texas, Illinois,
Missouri, Maryland, Alabama, Tennessee, and California were additional
markets of importance.

Railroads acocounted for over 44 per cent of all ocorn shipments
to the oities listed in Table VIII, and were inoreasingly dominant as
distance from Florida and the size of shipments increased (Figure 24).
These same cities purchased 56 per ocent of all Florida corn shipments,
truok, rail, and water, for the 1958-59 season. New York City received

more than 10 per cent of all ocorn shipments while Philadelphia and
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TABLE VIII

CARLOT SHIPMENTS OF GREEN CORN FROM FLORIDA AND OTHER SOURCES
TO SELECTED CITIES - AUGUST 1, 19568 THROUGEH JULY 31, 1959*

FLORIDA OTHERS

CITIES Rail ruc Rail Truok
Albany 21 19 3 214
Atlanta 6 373 4 866
Baltimore 163 138 7 766
Birmingham 1l 159 - 921
Boston 265 74 11 1,143
Buffalo n 2 6 160
Chiocago 414 282 111 1,181
Cinoinnati 244 23 38 311
Cleveland 203 28 17 1,100
Columbia - 285 - 414
Dallas - 119 23 408
Denver - 4] 21 390
Detroit 242 42 40 429
Houston 1l 121 14 217
Indianapolis 82 82 16 272
Kansas City 1 92 52 315
Los Angeles 8 134 218 3, 329
Louisville 61 79 25 193
Memphis 11 92 15 291
Miami - 206 - 248
Milwaukee 16 15 9 97
Minn,=-St, Paul 6 50 28 96
Nashville 10 25 21 146
New Orleans 6 139 38 243
New York City 937 616 19 3,431
Philadelphia 281 600 19 1,671
Pittsburgh 125 1056 16 653
Portland, Ore. 4 2 80 200
Providence, R. I. 28 7 6 174
St. Louis 75 186 84 565
Salt Lake City 2 8 25 163
San Antonio - 72 25 237
San Franoisoo 5 62 27 1,231
Washington, D. C. 142 189 2 613
Wichita, Kans. - 19 6 120
TOTALS 3,421 4,275 1,026 22,597

. *Source: Elmo F. Soarborough, Annual Agriocultural Statistioal
Summary, 195%759 Season (Jacksonville: Florida State Marketing Bureau,
1§§9;, P. 123.
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Chiocago reoorded an equal amount. In addition, Atlanta, Boston, Wash-
ington, Baltimore, Columbia, Detroit, Cincinnati, St. Louis, Cleveland,
Pittsburgh, and Miami were signifiocant destinations., Of the 14 oities
mentioned thus far, truck receipts were larger than rail receipts only
in the five ocities olosest to Florida, and in St. Louis. On the other
hand, of eight cities receiving smaller quantities, inoluding Indian=-
apolis, Birmingham, Los Angeles, New Orleans, Louisville, Houston,
Dallas, and Memphis, truoks dominated in all exoept Indianapolis, where
rail and truock shipments were evenly balanced., Florida supplied
approximately 25 per oent of all oorn shipments to the oities oonsidered.

Approximately 61 per oent of the Florida ououmber acreage for
1958-59 was found in ocounties bordering on or south of Lake Okeechobee,
with Palm Beach County most outstanding (Figure 28). The remaining
aoreage is socattered over some 20 counties in several portions of the
state, Largest ououmber aoreages were planted in 19563-54, when 18,700
aores were harvested, although the peak money year was 1956-57, when
the orop had a value of $11,368,000. Average aoreage for the 1951-58
period was 17,436 aores, the average orop value being $9,484,572.

Harvest extends from the latter part of October through Jume,
with heaviest sales oocuring in November, April, and May. The winter
orop oomes mostly from Palm Beaoh, Lee, Dade, Collier, and Hendry
oounties, with these same ocounties producing a major portion of the
fall and early spring orops. Counties further north begin harvesting

later in the spring.
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Between 50 and 60 per cent of total Florida ouocumber sales were
routed through the state market system in 1968-59, as compared to
approximately one~-third of 1954 sales. Pompano led in value of ocuoum-
bers handled during both years, with transactions amounting to
82,612,069 in 1954 and $2,922,833 in 1958-59 (Table IV). The 1958-59
orop was also of leading importance on the Fort Myers, Wauchula,
Immokalee, Sanford, and Pahokee markets as sales totaled nearly
$6,000,000.

Trucks hauled Florida ouocumbers to 42 states and Canada in
1958-59, with rails accounting for only 14 per cent of total shipments.
New York State received more than 22 per cent of the ouocumbers trans-
ported by truck, with most of the remainder going to other Middle
Atlantic, New England, and Middle Western states (Figure 25, and
Table III).

Florida supplied 27 per cent of all ououmbers marketed in the 37
oities 1listed in Table IX, while 71 per cent of total out-of-state
shipments were destined for these cities (Figure 27). Truoks dominated
in transportation, for only Detroit obtained more by rail. New York
City, with receipts of over 18 per cent of all out-of-state shipments,
was the primary oity market, and Chicago acquired nearly 10 per cent.
Other major oities receiving significant quantities were all in the
Northeast or Middle West.

St. John's is the leading potato producing county in Florida, and
together with Flagler and Putnam counties accounted for nearly 85 per

ocent of the spring orop in 1958-69, whioh comprised about 67 per ocent
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DISTRIBUTION OF FLORIDA CUCUMBERS BY TRUCK
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TABLE IX

-CARLOT SHIFMENTS OF CUCUMBERS FROM FLORIDA AND OTHER SOURCES
TO SELECTED CITIES - AUGUST 1, 1958 THROUGH JULY 31, 1969%

77

—
p—

___ FLORIDA ___OTHERS

CITIES Rail Truock Rail Truck
Albany 6 34 - 111
Atlanta 2 49 - 111
Baltimore 7 89 - 252
Birmingham - 37 - 96
Boston 62 333 13 976
Buffalo 12 29 1 176
Chiocago 55 6529 37 1,122
Cincirmnati 17 62 10 186
Cleveland 21 127 - 661
Columbia - 46 - 119
Dallas - 41 - 119
Denver - 49 - 187
Detroit 116 73 22 271
Houston - 40 - 62
Indianapolis - 43 1 72
Kansas City - 57 - 127
Los Angeles 3 88 1 1, 375
Louisville 3 29 2 4]
Memphis - 20 - 48
Miami - 33 - 62
Milwaukee 2 38 - 93
Nashville - 1 - 17
New Orleans - 49 1l 103
New York City 161 962 37 2,525
Philadelphia 30 317 3 834
Pittsburgh 16 193 3 455
Portland, Ore. 7 2 5 83
Providence, R. I. 2 61 - 172
St. Louis 3 66 3 118
Salt Lake City 1 18 2 69
San Antonio - 34 - 110
San Franocisco 6 32 - 301
Washington, D. C. 1 86 - 122
Wichita, Kans. - 11 - 37
TOTALS 633 3,706 147 11,200

*Source: Elmo F. Soarborough, Annual Agricultural Statistical
Summary, 1958-569 Season (Jaocksonville: Florida State Marketing Bureau,

1969), p. 123.
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of the total state production in the same year (Figure 29). Winter
potatoes were produced prinocipally in Dade, Palm Beach, and Collier
counties and acoounted for 28 per oent of the total harvested orop.

The peak year in potato plantings ooourred in 1956-57, when
54,300 aores were harvested. Aoreages have varied rather widely from
year to year, with only 24,600 aores planted for harvest in 1949-50,
although the average for the period 1949-59 was approximately 38,564
aores. The most valuable orop was produced during the 1955-66 season
when it was worth 824,723,000. On the other hand, in 1956-57, when a
greater aoreage was planted the orop brought only 813,888,000 as a result
of lower prioces.

In recent years a winter orop of potatoes has been produced in
south Florida. Potatoes from this area that are not shipped dwring the
winter often compete with those of north Florida, and have the advan-
tage of better maturity.9 As a result, most of the north state orop is
now sold to potato ohip manufacturers and many farmers oontraot with
the manufacturers for their produotion.lo

Florida state farmers' markets do not handle significant quanti-
ties of potatoes (Table IV). Dus to the better keeping qualities of
potatoes farmers prefer to ship direot to large terminal facilities or
other markets. In 1954 and 1959 less than five per oent of the potato

orop was sold through the state markets. There are two cooperative

9H. S. Stiles, Marketing Florida Potatoes, A Report Prepared in
Cooperation with the Florida s%hte Marketing Bureau (Hastings: United
States Department of Agrioulture, May, 1959), p. 2.

1071bid.
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markets in Hastings designed specifiocally for handling potatoes, one at
Fort Myers, one in Homestead, and three in Goulds, Florida.

Approximately 71 per ocent of the 1968-59 white potato orop was
shipped by truok to a total of 43 states and Canada, although the prin-
cipal distribution was to states bordering the Atlantic Ocean (Table
III, and Figure 26). Pennsylvania, Georgia, New York, and North
Carolina, plus Alabama, accounted for 46 per ocent of the total movement
by truck. Most of the remainder were shipped to middle western and
other southeastern states, with Tennessee, Indiana, Illinois, Virginia,
South Carolina, and Louisiana obtaining the greater share.

The cities listed in Table X, accounted for 46 per cent of total
potato shipments, with Atlanta commanding first place (Figure 30).
Chicago held second place as a market for Florida potatoes, while New
York City fell to an unusual sixth position behind Philadelphia,
Detroit, and Columbia, Pittsburgh, Baltimore, New Orleans, St. Louis,
Memphis, and Indianapolis purchased considerable quentities of potatoes
from Florida in addition to those oities previously mentioned. Of the
37 oities used in this study railroads led trucks as a medium of trans-
port in 10, all located north and west of the Ohio River. Florida
acoounted for less than three per oent of total potatoes marketed in
the cities considered.

The most valuable of all Florida vegetable orops is the tomato.
Major producing areas are in the south, with Dade County aoccounting for
45 per oent of the total 1958=59 aoreage (Figure 36). Most of the

remaining acreage was found in counties bordering Lake Okeechobee and
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CARLOT SHIPMENTS OF IRISH POTATOES FROM FLORIDA AND OTHER SOURCES
TO SELECTED CITIES - AUGUST 1, 1958 THROUGH JULY 31, 1959*

FLORIDA OTHERS

CITIES Rail Truck Rail  Truok
Albany 30 16 700 776
Atlanta 2 695 1,022 3,655
Baltimore 68 116 1,498 4,039
Birmingham 1 275 853 1,880
Boston 11 35 4,497 6,505
Buffalo 60 8 744 907
Chiocago 452 77 12,562 1,563
Cinoinnati 144 122 2,184 1,720
Cleveland 173 44 2,296 3,265
Columbia 3 425 336 2,390
Dallas - 63 2,400 1,888
Denver 1 21 845 3,778
Detroit 304 168 3,717 3,741
Houston - 25 2,080 1,091
Indianapolis 44 56 1,680 3,821
Kansas City - 75 2,167 1,405
Los Angeles 4 28 4,800 12,286
Louisville 63 20 968 1,825
Memphi s 8 101 1,121 978
Miami - 67 797 1,020
Milwaukee 68 39 1,413 923
Minn.,-St. Paul - 23 1,777 2,075
Nashville 7 17 868 456
New Orleans 18 1562 1,616 673
New York City 78 218 13,187 9,707
Philadelphia 192 273 3,509 6,277
Pittsburgh 173 24 2,495 2,339
Portland, Ore. 22 1 868 1,734
Providence, R. I. 21 9 638 999
St. Louis 7 76 3,665 1,096
Salt Lake City 1 11 109 1,144
San Antonio - 26 1,177 1,272
San Francisoco 7 12 1,842 5,977
Washington, D. C. 21 70 798 1,692
Wiochita, Kans. - 21 954 489
TOTALS 2,037 3, 389 81,983 95,376

*Source: Elmo F. Scarborough, Annual Agricultural Statistiocal
Summary, 1958-59 Season (Jacksonville: Florida State Marketing Bureau,

1959), p. 125.
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Tampa Bay. Winter tomatoes were produced entirely south of Lake
Okeechobee, with Dade County being responsible for nearly 90 per ocent
of the total. Fall and spring orops were more evenly distributed among
the major tomato producing ocounties, with Dade leading in fall and
Hillsborough in spring plantings. Tomato harvests begin in Ootober and
last into Jume.

Tomato acreage fluoctuates from year to year, but appears to be
inorgasing slowly. An average of 39,000 aores was planted during the
period from 1935 to 1939. From 1945 to 1949 the average had inoreased
to only 39,300 aores, but sinoce 1950 no year, exoept 1958-59, has
fallen under 562,500 acres planted for harvest. The largest aoreage for
one season ooourred in 1955=56, when 61,660 acres were planted for hare
vest. Due to variable weather oonditions and prices the value of the
tomato orop fluctuates considerably more than the acreage. The peak
value season for Florida tomatoes ooccurred in 1954=55, when the
56,500 aore orop sold for $57,773,000. On the other hand, the 1957-58
orop of 52,500 aores brought only $29,819,000,

State farmers' markets handled approximately 20 per cent of the
1968-59 tomato orop, which brought a total of $11,158,434 (Table IV).
The Fort Pierce Market sold tomatoes valued at $5,000,818, Florida City
$3,461,047, Pompano $1,193,984, Immokalee $862,032, and Fort Myers
251,821, At three additional markets tomato sales exceeded £100,000.
A tomato cooperative is found at Ruskin, in Hillsborough County, and
there are many private packing houses and marketing facilities in

Dade County.



FIGURE 31
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Florida supplied tomatoes to 40 states and Canada during the
1958-59 season, with trucks responsible for 77 per cent of all ship-
ments (Figwe 32, and Table III). New York took more than double the
amount of any other state, and together with Tennessee, Georgia, Penn=-
sylvania, North Carolina, Texas, South Carolina, and Alabama, accounted
for over 56 per oent of all truck shipments. Massaohusetts, Virginia,
Illinois, and Ohio were the destination for over 14 per oent of the
tomatoes distributed by truok, while Louisiana, Missouri, Indiana,
Maryland, New Jersey, and Oklahoma accounted for an additional 11 per
cent.

The oities examined in Table XI, were responsible for 73 per
ocent of all Florida tomato shipments by rail and 567 per ocent of all
truck shipments (Figwre 34). New York City alone received more than
15 per cent of the total distribution. Other ocities obtaining major
quantities of Florida tomatoes were: Philadelphia, Boston, Columbia,
Atlanta, Chicago, Birmingham, Baltimore, Detroit, Pittsburgh, Indiana-
polis, Washington, D. C., and Cinoinnati, in order of their importance.
Rail receipts exceeded those by truck in eight oities, inoluding Phila-
delphia, and more distant points from Florida. Florida supplied more
than 20 per oent of all tomatoes distributed to the cities under ocon-
sideration.

Green peppers have beoome one of Florida's largest and most
profitable orops, with 14,500 aores planted for harvest in 1956-57,
bringing a value of $12,977,000. The 1957-58 acreage dropped to 11,500

aores harvested, with a value of $11,432,000, but the 1958=59 harvested
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DISTRIBUTION OF FLORIDA TOMATOES BY TRUCK
AUGUST 1, 1958 - JULY 31, 1959
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TABLE XI

CARLOT SHIPMENTS OF TOMATOES FROM FLORIDA AND OTHER SOURCES TO
SELECTED CITIES - AUGUST 1, 1958 THROUGH JULY 31, 1959*

___FLORIDA OTHERS

CITIES Rail “Truok Rail Truok
Albany 13 1l 83 160
Atlanta 18 686 94 776
Baltimore 160 316 287 685
Birmingham 4 577 17 1,126
Boston 691 263 868 593
Buffalo 66 43 196 253
Chiocago 227 457 1,193 1,585
Cinoinnati 22 208 86 560
Cleveland 67 93 71 2,106
Columbia 14 809 10 695
Dallas 1 160 65 1,342
Denver 1l 20 116 752
Detroit 265 179 506 479
Houston - 115 105 635
Indianapolis 109 146 212 6565
Kansas City 10 83 246 379
Los Angeles 13 28 166 11,587
Louisville 26 137 43 262
Memphis 12 77 111 355
Miami - 112 42 94
Milwaukee 5 9 12 167
Mim,.=-St. Paul 36 27 250 203
Nashville 19 62 23 125
New Orleans - 165 149 428
New York City 605 2,275 1,907 2,683
Philadelphia 657 600 697 1,112
Pittsburgh 89 353 309 923
Portland, Ore. 35 - 167 558
Providence, R. I. 32 10 66 143
St. Louis 70 108 296 8956
Salt Lake City 3 12 24 523
San Antonio 2 91 165 844
San Franoisoo - 45 65 3,207
Washington, D. C. 1056 130 189 296
Wichita, Kans,. 1l 26 37 112
TOTALS 3,268 8,323 8,843 37,177

— ———————
——

——

*Source: Elmo F. Scarborough, Amual Agrioultural Statistical
Summary, 1958-59 Season (Jacksonville: Florida State Marketing Bureau,
1'9"")1'159 . p. 126.
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aoreage inoreased to 14,400, Pepper acreage and orop value have
inoreased almost every year during the past deocade.

Although many Florida ocounties produce some peppers, those of
major importance are Palm Beach, Hillsborough, Broward, Alachua, Sumter,
Lee, and Collier (Figure 35). The principal acreage is found around
Lake Okeechobee and in counties to the south of the lake, MNost of the
winter orop is produced in Palm Beaoh County, the fall acreage is
relatively small and is found mainly in the Okeechobee area and south~-
ward, while the spring harvest is largest and more evenly distributed
over the state. Hillsborough County also had the largest spring aore-
age in 1958-59, with Palm Beaoh ranking a close second. Harvest begins
in Ooctober, but is not heavy until December. Relatively large volumes
are marketed through May and into Junme.

Approximately one~half of the peppers harvested for sale during
the 1954 season were sold through state farmers' markets (Table IV).
The Pompano Market handled by far the largest portion, with a total
value of $3,788,090 in peppers sold, or about 70 per cent of the quan-
tity ohanneled through state markets. Plant City, Fort Myers, and San~-
ford were the only additional markets of any significance in pepper
sales. During the 1958-59 season the value of peppers moving through
state markets reached $7,201,784, or considerably more than 50 per cent
of the total. Pompano was again the leading outlet with sales of
$5,258,861. Fort Myers handled peppers valued at more than $1,100,000,

Plant City nearly $487,000, and Sanford over $255,000. A oonsiderable
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portion of the peppers not sold through state markets was handled
through cooperatives near Lake Okeechobee.

Trucks hauled Florida peppers to 40 states in the United States
and to Canada during the 1958-59 season, accounting for 71 per oent of
all shipments (Figure 37, and Table III). New York State was respon-
sible for 30 per oent of all truck shipments, while Pennsylvania ranked
second with nearly 13 per oent. Other states receiving significant
quantities by truck were: Massachusetts, Illinois, Texas, Maryland,
Ohio, and Georgia.

Approximately 71 per ‘oent of all Florida peppers sold were dis-
tributed to the ocities listed in Table XII, and New York City alone
aooounted for one-fourth of the total (Figure 39). Philadelphia,
Boston, Chiocago, and Pittsburgh together obtained an almost equal
amount. San Franoisoo, Salt Lake City, and Detroit, were the only
ocities of the 38 oonsidered that had an excess of rail shipments over
truck. More than 27 per oent of all peppers marketed in these ocities
originated in Florida,

Watermelons are entirely a spring orop in Florida, and perhaps
for this reason, primarily, their production is widely scattered
throughout the state (Figure 41). South Florida seems to have no
advantage in watermelon production, and is of relatively less impor-
tance in supplying this item than any other major vegetable orop. For
the 1958-69 season Marion County led in production with 7,900 aores.
Five additional counties=-Sumter, Gilchrist, Alachua, Suwannee, and
Levy--planted from 4,100 to 5,800 aores and 20 counties, altogether,

had planfings in excess of 1,000 aores.
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DISTRIBUTION OF FLORIDA PEPPERS BY TRUCK
AUGUST 1, 1958 - JuLy 31, 1959
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CARLOT SHIPMENTS OF PEPPERS FROM FLORIDA AND OTHER SOURCES TO
SELECTED CITIES - AUGUST 1, 1968 THROUGH JULY 31, 19659%

FLORIDA OTHERS

CITIES Rail  Truock Rail  Truok
Albany - 4] 19 30
Atlanta 1 68 6 79
Baltimore 2 74 31 103
Birmingham - 39 - 91
Boston 148 1562 135 338
Buffalo 1 5 33 49
Chiocago 66 169 335 298
Cincimmati 3 26 38 85
Cleveland 27 68 68 193
Columbia - 50 - 40
Dallas - 34 - 118
Denver 8 16 10 134
Detroit 63 3l 212 76
Houston - 40 - 60
Indianapolis - 28 12 156
Kansas City - 61 18 69
Los Angeles 25 67 91 2,282
Louisville 2 23 - 13
Memphis - 22 - 51
Miami - 23 12 40
Milwaukee - 7 4 19
Minn.=-St. Paul 4 9 11 23
Nashville - 2 - 18
New Orleans 1l 79 12 69
New York City 287 844 288 1,284
Philadelphia 40 328 136 403
Pittsburgh 43 127 91 206
Portland, Ore. 5 - 10 60
Providence, R. I. 21 36 16 77
St. Louis 4 68 28 80
Salt Lake City 6 2 1l 75
San Antonio - 39 2 264
San Francisco 29 22 28 350
Washington, D. C. - 63 1 69
Wiohita, Kans. - 8 - 22
TOTALS 775 2,621 1,648 7,183

*Source: Elmo F. Scarborough, Amnual
Summary, 1958-59 Season (Jacksonville: Flori
1959)

959), p. 124.
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Watermelons lead all other vegetable orops in aoreage planted,
with the peak year ocowring in 19564 when 98,000 aores were harvested.
The 1955 orop had the greatest value, however, bringing $14,428,000
from 88,000 aores. The 75,000 acres harvested in 19658-59 was the small-
est since 1951-52, but brought a considerably higher oash return.

Shipments are heaviest in May and June, with major production
begiming in April and ending in July. A few ice box watermelons are
shipped in December, January, February, March, and April, but the total
is insignificant when ocompared to the orop as a whole.

Florida state farmers' markets are unimportant as faocilities for
handling watermelons, marketing only slightly more than two per cent of
the 1954 orop and less than one per cent of the 1958-59 harvest
(Table IV). /Muoh of the orop is sold in the field to buyers from more
northerly oity terminal markets and ohain stores. Watermelons are
bulky, more easily assembled into truckload §r ocarload quantities, and
thus, more readily marketed by private means. Cooperative watermelon
markets are found at Bell, in Gilchrist Cownty, and Immokalee, in
Collier County.

Approximately 87 per oent of all watermelons sold during the
1968-69 season went to their destinations by truck (Figure 33, and
Table III). As with most Florida truck orops, New York State was the
leading market, consuming more than 10 per ocent of all truck shipments.
Pennsylvania, Indiana, Ohio, and New Jersey together received nearly
23 per cent, and all states east of the Mississippi River received over

100 rail oarlot equivalents by truck except Maine, New Hampshire,
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Vermont, Delaware, and Mississippi. No states west of the 95th merid-
ian obtained as many as 100 oarlots by truck.

The ocities listed in Table XIII, aoccounted for 63 per cent of
all rail shipments and 46 per ocent of all truck distributions in
1958-59 (Figure 42). New York City obtained approximately 10 per ocent
of total shipments, and Birmingham accounted for amnother five per ocent.
Columbia, Philadelphia, Baltimore, and Washington, D. C., colleotively,
obta;ned an additional 12 per cent of total melon shipments. Of all
oities oonsidered rail shipments exceeded those by truok only in Boston,
and no oity looated west of the Mississippi River received as many as
50 carlots. Florida contributed 21 per cent of all watermelons sup-
plied to the cities in question in 1959.

The major Florida counties engaging in squash production in
1958~-59 were Palm Beach, Dade, Hillsborough, Broward, and Marion
(Figure 40). Palm Beaoh and Dade counties lead in winter aoreage, with
south Florida dominating squash production during all seasons. The
Pompano Beach seotiqn of Broward and Palm Beach counties begins ship-
ping squash in January; Coliier, Lee, and Hendry oounties in February;
while Hillsborough County, around Tampa Bay, and Marion Coumnty, still
further north, ship only during the spring.

Squash aoreages have not inoreased appreciably, on the average,
over the past decade. Heaviest plantings oocourred in 1955-56, when
11,400 acres were harvested, In 1963=-54, 9,800 aores were harvested,
and 11,000 aores in 1958-69, During most years yields are obtained

from 10,000 to 11,000 aores for a value of $2,500,000 to £3,500,000.
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TABLE XIII

CARLOT SHIPMENTS OF WATERMELONS FROM FLORIDA AND OTHER SOURCES
TO SELECTED CITIES - AUGUST 1, 1958 THROUGH JULY 31, 1959%*

e

FLORIDA OTHERS

CITIES Rail Truok Rail Truok
Albany 25 101 27 161
Atlanta 2 251 - 1,588
Bal timore 22 546 4 1,502
Birmingham - 1,086 - 3,765
Bos ton 328 84 318 255
Buffalo 16 153 164 225
Chiocago 82 286 1,059 1,128
Cincinnati 28 180 35 348
Cleveland 39 256 145 723
Columbia - 699 - 1,323
Dallas 2 15 2 1,561
Denver - - 73 845
Detroit 82 342 273 922
Houston - 8 - 221
Indianapolis - 133 5 579
Kansas City - 52 98 570
Los Angeles - - 16 3,757
Louisville 7 126 7 401
Memphis 4 137 - 844
Miami 18 458 1 165
Milwaukee 14 141 42 253
Mimm.=-St. Paul 4 92 55 546
Nashville - 21 - 135
New Orleans - 238 - 1,060
New York City 513 1,546 507 2,632
Philadelphia 292 296 290 1,218
Pittsburgh 61 309 140 760
Portland, Ore. - - 248 550
Providence, R. I. 52 53 61 114
St. Louis 3 101 69 1,078
Salt Lake City - - 29 647
San Antonio - 9 - 249
San Franoisoco - - 37 1,634
Washington, D. C. 9 503 45 1,369
Wiohita, Kans. - 2 3 131
TOTALS 1,603 8,224 3,753 33,259

*Source: Elmo F. Scarborough, Annual Agricultural Statistioal
Summary, 1958-59 Season (Jacksonville: Florida State Marketing Bureau,
1959), p. 126.
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Approximately 50 to 60 per cent of the Florida squash orop is
normally sold through state farmers' markets, with sales reaching
81,984,646 in 1958-59 (Table IV). The Pompano Market led by far in
1954 with total squash sales of §1,076,331, while Plant City rated a
poor second with only $134,898 in squash sold. For the 1958-59 season
the Pompano Market traded squash valued at $1,193,983, Plant City
£403,738, and Fort Myers $273,561.

Almost the entire squash orop shipped from Florida to other
states in 1968-59 was transported by truock. Less than 10 per cent was
moved by rail. New York, Texas, and Georgia were the leading states in
receipts of Florida squash, obtaining nearly 39 per cent of total truck
movements (Figure 38, and Table III). These three states plus Massa-
ohusetts, Pemnsylvania, Alabama, North Carolina, South Carolina, and
Maryland aoquired 71 per cent of all truck shipments.

As New York, Texas, and Georgia were the leading state destina-
tions for Florida squash, New York City, Atlanta, and Dallas were three
of the four leading ocity destinations, receiving 50 per cent of all
squash shipped to the cities listed in Table XIV. Boston, Philadelphis,
Chiocago, Washington, D, C., and Baltimore, accounted for most of the
remainder. Only 14 carlots wéfe shipped by rail to the cities consid-
ered in the table. Florida supplied 14.2 per cent of all squash sold
in the cities under consideration.

Lettuce is mostly a winter orop in Florida, and Palm Beach
County alone plants approximately one~half of the orop. Sumter, Orange,

Seminole, Hillsborough, and Manatee counties account for most of the
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CARLOT SHIPMENTS OF SQUASH FROM FLORIDA AND OTHER SOURCES TO
SELECTED CITIES - AUGUST 1, 1958 THROUGH JULY 31, 1959*

FLORIDA — OTHERS

CITIES Rail “Truok Rail Truok
Albany - - - -
Atlanta - 98 - 180
Baltimore - 43 - 85
Birmingham 8 - - -
Boston - 94 6 912
Buffalo - - - -
Chiocago 2 48 2 316
Cinoinnati 1l 8 - 33
Cleveland - 25 - 179
Columbia - - - -
Dallas - 84 - 149
Denver - 19 - 232
Detroit - 14 1l 187
Houston - 23 - 116
Indianapolis - - - -
Kansas City - 8 - 16
Los Angeles - 6 1 1,840
Louisville - - - -
Memphis - - - -
Miami - - - -
Milwaukee - - - -
Minn.-sto Paul - - - -
Nashville - - - -
New Orleans - 8 21 3l
New York City 1 239 51 763
Philadelphia - 54 1l 243
Pittsburgh - 5 13 46
Portland, Ore. - - - -
Providence, R. I. - - - -
St. Louis - 8 - 33
Salt Lake City - - - -
San Antonio - - - -
San Franoisoo 2 2 - 737
Washington, D, C. - 59 - 108
Tiohita, Kans. - - - -
TOTALS 14 845 96 6,203

*Sburoe: Elmo F. Soarborough, Annual Agricultural Statistical
Summary, 1958-59 Season (Jaoksonville: Florida State Marketing Bureau,

1959), p. 125.
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remainder. Heaviest shipments of lettuce occur in December, January,
and February, although they begin in November and continue in smaller
quantities through April.

The largest lettuce orop was produced in the 1955-56 season,
when 4,300 acres were planted for harvests The 1954=55 orop had the
greatest value, however, bringing $2,042,000 from 4,100 acres. Average
harvests from 1951 through the 1957-58 season amounted to 3,571 aocres,
with the average value of the orop for the same period being $1,641,000,

Florida farmérs' markets are inconsequential as marketing out-
lets for lettuce since most of the orop is produced by farmers with
large acreages who do their own marketing. Approximately £146,000 in
lettuce was handled on the Sanford and Palmetto markets in 1954, but
this amounted to less than 10 per oent of the total orop value. Sales
of lettuce on state markets failed to reach $50,000 in 1958-=59, account-
ing for less than four per oent of total lettuce sales for that season.

Most lettuce shipments in 1958-59 went to New York, Pennsylvania,
Ohio, Georgia, and Maryland. These states accounted for 64 per cent of
all truck movements (Table III). Prinoipal cities obtaining Florida
lettuce supplies were New York, Philadelphia, and Washington, D. C., as
trucks moved 76 per cent of all shipments (Table XV).

Palm Beaoch County, with its approximately 5,500 aores of esoarole
and endive, planted 73 per oent of the total state acreage in 1958-59.
Orange County was responsible for another 20 per ocent of the total, and
Sarasota and Seminole counties had most of the remaining seven per cent.

Harvesting usually begins in November and continues into Jume, with
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TABLE XV

CARLOT SHIPMENTS OF LETTUCE FROM FLORIDA AND OTHER SOURCES TO
SELECTED CITIES - AUGUST 1, 1958 THROUGH JULY 31, 1959%*.

— — m—
—— ———————— ——

FLORIDA OTHERS _
CITIES Rail “Truok Rail Truock
Albany - - 526 127
Atlanta - 4 592 677
Baltimore - 19 1,607 403
Birmingham - 2 233 742
Boston - 3 2,800 516
Buffalo - - 990 265
Chi cago - 7 4,825 1,186
Cinocinnati - 18 1,447 348
Cleveland - 7 2,160 386
Columbia - 8 332 519
Dallas - - 187 1,849
Denver - - 107 1,591
Detroit - 1l 2,484 409
Hous ton - 1 233 921
Indianapolis - - 1,151 192
Kansas City - - 357 901
Los Angeles - - 23 9,581
Louisville - - 685 71
Memphis - - 8l 487
Miami - 36 713 317
Milwaukee - - 1,026 115
Minn.-St. Paul - - 1,066 309
Nashville - - 340 188
New Orleans - 2 560 445
New York City 24 172 8,298 2,960
Philadelphia 3 61 3,726 993
Pittsburgh - 1 2,089 284
. Portland, Ore. - - 46 1,246
Providence, R. I. - - 537 139
St. Louis - 3 1,575 404
Salt Lake City - - 29 891
San Antonio - - 72 1,080
San Franocisoo - - 3 5,674
Washington, D. C. - 38 1,093 245
Wichita, Kans. - - 49 355
TOTALS 27 383 41,942 36,816

—— — — S —

*Souroe:- Elmo F. Scarborough, Annual Aggioultural Statistical
Summary, 1958-59 Season (Jacksonville: Florida State Marke ting Bureau,
1969), p. 124.
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shipments inoreasing from November through March--the month of heaviest
shipments--and deoclining rapidly after the middle of May.

An average of 4,843 aores were planted for harvest annually from
the 1951-52 through the 1957-58 seasons, for an average ammual inocome
of $2,761,000.

Less than three per cent of the 1954 orop was marketed through
state farmers' markets. In 1958-59, the Sanford idarket recorded sales
of escarole totaling $87,506, and the Pahokee market only $5,693. No
market handled endive in 1958-59,

Shipments of escarole and endive were almost equally divided
between truocks and railroads during the 1958-59 season. New York and
Pennsylvania aooounted for 52 per cent of all truck shipments, while
receipts by southern states were insignificant (Table XVI). All states
receiving over 50 carlots were loocated in the Northeast and Middle
West, and only five cities obtained quantities of 50 carlots or more.
New York City, Los Angeles, Philadelphia, Chicago, and Boston purchased
over 35 per ocent of all shipments. Railroads, although accounting for
one-half of the escarole and endive shipments, were responsible for
only 24 per ocent of the distribution to cities considered in Table XVI,
as even Los Angeles received only seven oarlots by rail out of a total
of 234.

Radish harvests are relatively evenly distributed from October
through May, with March and April exceeding other months by a small
margin, Radishes are well adapted to cool season weather conditions

and to the muck soils of Florida, and in recent years production has
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TABLE XVI

CARLOT SHIPMENTS OF ESCAROLE AND ENDIVE FROM FLORIDA AND OTHER- SOURCES
TO SELECTED CITIES - AUGUST 1, 1958 THROUGH JULY 31, 1959%*

——

St te— e
——————————— —

FLORIDA OTHERS

‘1

CITIES Rail Truck Rail Truck
Albany - 14 - 6
Atlanta - 7 - 3
Bal timore - 19 - 11
Birmingham. - 5 - 2
Boston 35 26 - 86
Buffalo 3 - - -
Chiocago 40 56 15 106
Cincimmati - 7 - 17
Cleveland 1l 7 - 58
Columbia - 4 - 6
Dallas - - - -
Denver - - 1l -
Detroit 1l 6 - 6
Houston - 3 - -
Indianapolis - 9 - 6
Kansas City - 2 - 2
Los Angeles 7 227 - -
Louisville - - - -
Memphis - 2 - -
Miami - 20 - 22
Milwaukee - - - 1l
Minn.=-St. Paul - - - -
Nashville - - - -
New Orleans - 4 - 8
New York City 250 472 - 447
Philadelphia 20 164 1 143
Pittsburgh - 29 - 30
Portland, Ore. - - - -
Providence, R. I. - 6 - 42
St. Louis - 6 - 9
Salt Lake City - - - -
San Antonio - - - -
San Francisco - - - 100
Washington, D. C. - 37 - 33
Wiohita, Kans. - - - -

TOTALS 357 1,131 17 1,143

*Source: Elmo F. Scarborough, Annual Agrioultural Statistiocal
Summary, 1958-69 Season (Jaoksonville: Florida State Marketing Bureau,
1959), p. 123.
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been greatly accelerated by Ohio vegetable growers who move to Florida
during the winter months and specialize in radishes, as well as other
orops such as escarole, parsley, and chinese oabbage.ll Over 11,500
acres were planted for harvest during the 1958-59 season, mostly in
central and south Florida, and brought a total value of $3,515,000.

Radishes are wnimportant items on Florida state farmers' markets,
and in 1954 the only market handling any appreciable quantity was San-
ford, with sales amownting to $165,186. Sales on the Sanford market
declined to $79,957 for the 1958-59 season, and no other state market
recorded radish sales. Several cooperatives near Lake Okeechobee grade,
pack, and market large quantities of this product.

Radishes from Florida were trucked to 36 states, Canada, and the
Distriot of Columbia in 1958-55; railroads accounting for only 27 per
cent of total shipments (Figure 43, and Table III). Ohio was the lead-
ing market for Florida radishes, probably due to the large number of
Ohio vegetable growers that produce radishes in the state during the
winter. New York was a olose second to Ohio, and these two states plus
Pennsylvania acquired more than 32 per ocent of all radishes transported
by truck. Seven additional states--Missouri, Minnesota, Maryland, Ten-
nessee, Illinois, Miohigan, and Massachusetts--each received appreoci-

able quantities.

11lElmo F. Scarborough, Annual Agricultural Statistical Summary,
1958-59 Season, Florida Marketing Bureau, Forty-Second Annual Report
(Jacksonville: Florida State Department of Agriculture, 1969), p. 92.
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DISTRIBUTION OF FLORIDA RADISHES BY TRUCK
AUGUST 1,1958 - JULY 31,1959

@1 -25

FIGURE 43

DISTRIBUTION OF FLORIDA EGGPLANT BY TRUCK
AUGUST 11958 - JuLY 31, 1959

Rail Carlots

GOURTLE FLORICA STATE MARKE HNG BUREAU

FIGURE 44
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Approximately 61 per cent of all Florida radish shipments were
sold in the cities shown in Table XVII. For all cities considered,
truoks were found to be the major means of transportation. New York
City was the largest individual market, obtaining over 14 per cent of
all shipments to the cities in question. Chicago followed New York
closely, with nearly 13 per oent, while Philadelphia purchased over
10 per cent and St. Louis, Washington, D. C., Minneapolis-St. Paul, and
Pittsburgh eaoch received more than four per cent. Over 23 per cent of
all radishes sold in the cities considered were of Florida origin.

Palm Beach County was responsible for 28 per cent of the 3,100
aore eggplant orop planted for harvest in 19568-69. Other counties with
significant aoreages were Broward, Hillsborough, Alachua, and Marion.
Most of the winter orop came from Palm Beach and Broward counties in the
southeastern part of the states All the above mentioned counties had
spring and fall aoreages, with Palm Beach the leading producer in each
case., 8pring was the season of heaviest production, March being the
month of greatest volume in the Palm Beach, Broward Counties area. An
average of 2,707 aores were planted for harvest from 1951 through 1958,
with an average value of $1,621,429. The most valuable orop, worth
$1,916,000, was obtained in 1951-52 as a result of both good yields and
relatively high prices.

The Pompano and Fort Myers state farmers' markets handled
$736,000 and $197,000 volumes of eggplants respectively, in 1954, In
1958-59, the Pompano Market had a volume valued at $1,106,458, account-

ing for most of the $1,240,398 in eggplants sold through the entire



TABLE XVII

CARLOT SHIPMENTS OF RADISHES FROM FLORIDA AND OTHER SOURCES TO
SELECTED CITIES - AUGUST 1, 1958 THROUGH JULY 31, 19659%
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___ FLORIDA ___OTHERS

CITIES Rail Truok Rail Truck
Albany - 8 - 7
Atlanta 1 33 - 12
Baltimore - 33 - 28
Birmingham - 25 - 11
Boston 1l 30 - 129
Buffalo 1l - - 2
Chiocago 30 126 10 622
Cinocinmnati 7 38 - 80
Cleveland 12 6 - 227
Columbia - 8 - 2
Dallas - 39 - 3l
Denver - 22 1l 193
Detroit 4 45 1 99
Hous ton - 12 - 16
Indianapolis - 3l - 95
Kansas City 1l 49 3 89
Los Angeles - - - 1,134
Louisville 9 16 - 16
Memphis - 25 - 4
Miami - 21 - 9
Milwaukee - 12 - 35
Minn.=-St. Paul - 59 - 37
Nashville - 6 - 1
New Orleans - 8 - 5
New York City 25 1654 1l 384
Philadelphia 27 98 5 232
Pittsburgh 4 55 - 87
Portland, Ore. 4 - 5 60
Providence, R, I. - 2 - 42
St. Louis 9 60 - 86
Salt Lake City - - 5 56
San Antonio - 3 - 37
San Franoisoo - - - 343
Washington, D. C. - 63 - 56
Wichita, Kans. - 11 - 42
TOTALS 1356 1,097 31 4,309

*8ource: Elmo F. Soarborough, Annual Agricultural Statistical

Summagz, 1958-569 Season (Jaoksonville: Florida State Marketing Bureau,

19569), p. 125.
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state market system (Table IV). The Pompano and other farmers' markets
are responsible for approximately 65 to 70 per oent of all eggplants
sold.

Eggplant shipments were relatively small in volume when oompared
to several other Florida vegetables, and perhaps largely due to this
faot, over 90 per cent of the total distribution was by truck in 1958-
59. The only states receiving appreciable quantities were in the
Middle Atlantio and New England regions, as New York State accounted for
the lion's share, or 32 per cent (Figure 44).

The oitrus orops of Florida oconsist primarily of oranges and
grapefruit, with tangerines and limes oocupying relatively poor third
and fourth places. Even with the damage done by freezes in the 1957-58
season, the orange orop was valued at $222,694,000, grapefruit

12 Florida

841,266,000, tangerines $6,696,000, and limes $1,085,000.,
has never been surpassed in grapefruit, tangerine, and lime produoction,
but only in recent years obtained leadership from California in orange
yields. Although Florida led California in production of oranges in
1889, it lost first place during the 1890's and did not regain leader-
ship until 1945. Sinoe 1945, Florida has annually inoreased its domi-
nance as the major orange producing state. The peak year for Florida
oranges ooourred in 1956, when a total of 97,800,000 boxes were pro-

duced. Freezes in the citrus areas caused a drop to 84,800,000 boxes

in 1957. In the same year California had its smallest orop sinoe 1929

121pid., p. 31.
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and Florida still produced 76 per cent of the nation's oranges. The
1969 orop indicated a major recovery from the freeze damages of the
previous year, as 86,000,000 boxes of oranges, 35,200,000 boxes of
grapefruit, and 4,500,000 boxes of tangerines were harvested and sold
for over $345,000,000,13

Florida's position as the leading grapefruit producing state
was seriously ohallenged in the latter 1930's and 1940's by Texas. The
1944 Florida orop was relatively small, and Texas and Florida each pro-
duoced approximately 22,300,000 boxes In the late 1940's and early
1950's, however, unusually hard freezes penetrated the grapefruit
region of Texas, almost eliminating that state as a competitor. The
peak year for Florida grapefruit was 1953, when 42,000,000 boxes were
produced, amounting to 87 per cent of the nation's orop. Freezes in
1967 reduced the harvest to 31,100,000 boxes, and with inoreased pro-
duotion in Texas, California, and Arizona, Florida's portion of the
nation's grapefruit dropped to 77 per cent.

Three counties in central Florida, Polk, Lake, and Orange, pro-
duce over one-half of the state's oranges, grapefruit, and tangerines
(Figures 47 and 48). Polk is the leading individual county in the
growing of all three fruits. Lake County ranks second in orange and
grapefruit production and third in harvests of tangerines. Orange

County ranks second in tangerine and orange yields and sixth in grape-

lsIbidl’ P. 9.
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FIGURE 46

OBANGE GROVE NEAR WINTER HAVEN, FLORIDA

FIGURE 46

CITRUS CONCENTRATE PLANT NEAR
WINTER BAVEN, FLORIDA
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fruit. St. Luoie County ranks third in grapefruit produotion, and
Pinellas and Indian River counties are of outstanding importanoce.

The only state farmers' market handling oitrus was Sanford, with
sales of 144,471 boxes of grapefruit and 411,684 boxes of oranges in
1954. In 1958-59, the Sanford Market sold 135,566 boxes of grapefruit
for a value of $438,792, and 216,156 boxes of oranges with a value of
$1,007,694. Markets for handling citrus fruits are mostly cooperative
or private ventures. In 1939-40, there were 53 cooperative markets in
Florida actively engaging in the marketing of oitrus fruit. In 1940-
41, 9,725,645 boxes of fresh oitrus were marketed through cooperatives,
or 28.9 per oent of the total volume of fresh oitrus sold.l% There
were 50 cooperatives marketing fresh oitrus in Florida in 1955, and 10
that were engaged in manufacturing ocitrus produots.15 Polk County,
with 19 fresh citrus marketing associations and seven citrus manufac-
turing associations, led all other counties in number of cooperatives.

Most Florida citrus is shipped by truck, although rail transport
is more significant than for many vegetables. In 1959, 61 per cent of
all out-of-state orange shipments were made by truck, 62 per oent of tim®
grapefruit, and 66 per cent of the tangerines. Truoks are most impor-

tant as oarriers of oitrus frult during the summer months, but decline

1411. Ge Hamilton and A, H. Spurlook, Farmers' Cooperative Asso-
_o_iations _i_zl Florida, Florida Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin
386 (Gainesville: University of Florida, May, 1943), p. 12.

167, J. Brooks, Cooperative Agriculture in Florida, Florida
Department of Agriculture Bulletin 92 (Tallahassee: Florida Depart-
ment of Agrioulture, March, 1955), pp. 136-145.
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in relative importance while vegetables are moving out-of-state in
large quantities. Water tramsportation is used whenever it is avail-
able, as apparently,®. . . relative tramnsportation cost is the most
important single faotor in moving fresh citrus to market."le

Statistiocs are not available for the distribution of Florida
ocitrus by states. However, the Market News Service, of the United
States Department of Agriculture, colleots information on rail umloads
of citrus for 100 United States and five Canadian cities and truck

17 e 38 oities

unloads for 38 United States and five Canadian oities.
for which truck shipments are:-available are also responsible for most
rail unloads, taking over 90 per ocent of all oranges distributed to the
100 oities by rail, 91 per oent of the grapefruit, and 92 per cent of
the tangerines shipped to the{lOO ocities by rail in 1958-59. The only
oity obtaining as many as 50 rail oarloads of oranges that is not
included in Table XVIII was Hartford, Connecticut. Seattle and Hart-
ford were the only cities not listed in the table that obtained over

50 ocarlots of Florida grapefruit by rail, and Seattle was the only oity
not listed that received as many as 25 carlots of Florida tangerines by

rail.

16Marvin A, Brooker and Kenneth M. Gilbraith, Faoctors Influ-
encing the Method of Transportation Used in Marketing Fresh Florida
Citrus, Florida Agrioultural Experiment Station Bulletin 549
(Gainesville: The University of Florida, 1954), p. 8.

17Carlot Unloads of Certain Fruits and Vegetables in 100 U. S.
and 5 Canadian Cities--Also--Truck Unloads in 38 U. S. and 5 Canadian
Cities; Calendar Year, 1958, U. S. Department of Agriculture Circular
A¥S-25 (1958) (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, Maroch,
1959).
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TABLE XVIII

CARLOT SHIPMENTS OF FLORIDA CITRUS TO SELECTED CITIES,
AUGUST 1, 1958 THROUGH JULY 31, 19659+%

——

CITIES

—

Albany, N. Y.
Atlanta, Ga.
Baltimore, Md.
Birmingham, Ala.
Boston, Mass.
Buffalo, N. Y.
Chioago, Ill.
Cincinnati, Ohio
Cleveland, Ohio
Columbia, S. C.
Dallas, Texas
Denver, Colo.
Detroit, Mioh.
Fort Worth, Texas
Houston, Texas
Indianapolis, Ind.
Kansas City, Mo.
Los Angeles, Calif.
Louisville, Ky.
Memphis, Tenn,
Miami, Fla.
Milwaukee, Wis.
Minn.=-St. Paul, Minn.
Nashville, Tenn.
New Orleans, La.
New York, N, Y. and
Newark, N. Je.
Philadelphia, Pa.
Pittsburgh, Pa.
Portland, Ore.
Providence, R. I,
St. Louis, Mo.
Salt Lake City, Utah
San Antonio, Texas
San Franoisco and
Oakland, Calif.
Washington, D, C.
Wiohita, Kans.

ORANRGES . EFRUIT -TANGERINES
Rail & Rail & Rail &

Boat Truok Boat Truck Boat Truok
2 125 21 165 1l 25
16 674 4 340 5 57
266 399 243 364 45 65
3 466 - 217 - 43
363 471 675 374 126 118
25 182 26 231 20 46
238 781 6528 931 65 160
209 168 1956 203 36 34
162 341 315 404 56 94
45 346 6 106 2 45
- 33 - 22 - 26
- 37 - 261 - 4
270 152 641 241 121 76
- 7 - 4 - 8
- 48 - 27 - 32
26 184 16 230 1 65
- 96 - 233 - 31
- 4 - 96 - 11
43 296 12 221 9 33
17 164 6 98 2 21
- 676 - 660 - 80
11 81 62 275 4 26
1 43 4 336 - 32
8 98 6 48 - 22
2 273 1 139 - 20
1,699 1,433 2,617 1,549 452 3156
696 823 774 648 120 186
313 140 463 166 116 61
7 - 97 5 8 4
20 91 33 86 19 27
17 185 94 286 17 57
- 6 - 143 - 2
- 25 - 10 - 20
‘- 1 4 37 - 3
47 363 33 393 2 52
- 3 - 13 - 9

TOTALS

4,496 9,193 6,876 9,662 1,226 1,936

*Source: Elmo F.

Socarborough, Annual Agrioultural Statistioal

Summagx. 1958=59 Season (Jacksonville: Florida State Marketing Bureau,

1969), pp. 61-63.
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The United States and Canadian cities used in the study
acocounted for 563 per cent of all Florida orange shipments, 56 per cent
of all grapefruit shipments, and 69 per cent of all tangerine shipments
for the 1968-69 seasacn. The 100 United States cities and five Camadian
oities for which rail shipments are available accounted for 50 per cent
of all rail shipments of oranges, 72 per ocent of all rail shipments of
grapefruit, and 87 per cent of all tangerine shipments by rail. The
38 United States and five Canadian oities were responsible for 62 per
ocent of all truok shipments of oranges, 61 per cent of all grapefruit
shipments by truck and 69 per cent of all tangerines shipped by truok.
Boat shipments were responsible for 90 oarlots of oranges, and 238 oar-
lots of grapefrult,

New York City was by far the leading destination of Florida
oranges, grapefruit, and tangerines in 1957-68, receiving over twice
the amount of its nearest rival (Figures 49 and 50). Philadelphia and
Chicago ranked seocond and third, respectively. Although oranges are
more popular than grapefruit, and enjoy a greater total oconsumption,
Florida grapefruit were shipped to cities more distant from Florida in
larger quantities due to the relative lack of oompetition from other
grapefruit producing areas. In general, Florida oranges were dominant
only in the cities east of the Mississippi River and south of the Great
Lakes, whereas grapefruit from Florida was dominant everywhere except
in the Southwest and in the states bordering the West Coast. Florida

tangerines predominated everywhere except in California, where tange-
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rines from that state supplied the two prinoipal cities of Los Angeles
and San Franocisco.

Florida lime production, plus a number of exotic, less known
fruits, oocours primarily in the famous Redlands area south of Miami.
This region, with its large Persian limes, has replaced the Florida
Keys as the principal lime producing area of the state. In 1958-59,
there were some 6,300 aores in lime orchards in Florida, produeing in

excess of 195,000 boxes of fruit and valued at 3938,000.18

Approxi-
mately 36 per cent of the production was processed, with the remainder
being marketed in fresh form.

From 4,900 aores in avooado orchards, 284,000 boxes of the fruit
were produced in 1958-59, valued at $1,092,000. Mango orchards now
cover over 4,000 acres, and in 1958=59, 36,600 bushels were sold for

8348,000,19

Other fruits of importance in the Redlands area are
papayas and passion fruit.

In summary, it is evident that although each Florida fruit and
vegetable orop has its partioular distribution pattern, there are basioc
similarities in the market areas for all products. Truck distribution
of ocelery probably follows that of the total of all fruits and vege-
tables most olosely, although when rail shipments are added the picture

changes in favor of a heavier distribution to areas outside the South.

Peppers and eggplants have approximately the same marketing pattern, as

18scarborough, op. oit., pp. 38-39.

191bid., p. 14.
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do watermelons and tomatoes. Peppers and eggplants are shipped prima-
rily to northeastern states, however, while tomatoes and watermelons
are more evenly distributed to states east of the Mississippi River.
Cabbage, corn, beans, squash, and potatoes move primarily to Southern,
Middle Atlantic, and New England states bordering the Atlantic Ocean,
while radishes have a greater share of their market in the Middle West.
Although grapefruit are distributed in quantity to a larger area than
oranges, the places with heaviest purchases are again approximately the
same,

There is considerable oconcern among certain persons that the
rapid population growth and urbanization of Florida will overrun the
fruit and vegetable producing areas with the result that United States
markets ocurrently being supplied by Florida may soon find it necessary
to seek other sources. Most of the vegetable production, however,
originates in areas not greatly affeoted by the population influx and
even if this situation changes there are hundreds of thousands of aores
of muck lands, yet untouched, that with the proper precautions could
probably be drained and placed in vegetable production. The oitrus
region is not inocreasing in population as rapidly as south Florida, but
even if the growth rate should inorease there is adequate room in the
central portion of the state for expanding or replanting the citrus
orchards.

Aotually, the most serious threats to the Florida vegetable
industry may come not from population growth, but from Mexico, the

Caribbean Islands, the frozen foods industries, and from the destruction
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of the muck soils. The cheaper labor of Mexico and the Caribbean,
together with the total absence of frost damage, places these areas in
a good competitive position. In addition, the frozen foods companies
are supplying a oonstantly larger share of vegetables to housewives and
oan purchase their supplies from areas of surplus summer production
where vegetables oan be produced at lower cost. The problems of the
muck soils are those of loss through oxidation, compaotion, and fire,
which oould result in the complete destruction of muck lands now under
oultivation within a few deoadea.zo Through proper water control and
the development of an adequate fire ooﬁtrol system these hazards oan
be oconsiderably diminished, however. In answer to the threat of the
frozen foods companies, Florida growers are preparing massive adver-
tising programs to publicize the advantages of fresh, unfrozen vege-
tables. Solutions to threats from foreign producing areas may lie in
technology, better quality, or in greater political restrioctions on
trade.

Thus, Florida ocan probably be counted upon to continue supplying
northern and western markets with fresh fruits and vegetables for many
years in the future, and even to expand its produoction as the national
market inoreases. It would certainly seem reasonable to assume that
the state of Florida, which receives approximately 256 and 35 per ocent
of its agrioultural inocome from truock orops and oitrus, respeotively,

would make every effort to aid farmers in preserving these industries.

20Ford, op. 0it., pp. 13-15.



CHAPTER V

PRODUCTION AND MAREBTING OF GEORGIA AND SOUTH
CAROLINA FRESH FRUITS AND VEGETABLES

The fruit and vegetable industries of both Georgia and South
Carolina have enjoyed rapid expansion during the past several decades.
From 1920 wntil the present, Georgia has averaged approximately twioe
as many aores in vegetables as South Carolina, and in total value of
vegetables harvested for sale South Carolina normally trails Georgia by
a value of about $1,000,000. The larger Georgia population would indi-
oate that a greater aocreage is harvested for home use. Both states
fall far behind Florida in value of vegetables sold, but are, neverthe-
less, of major importance as suppliers of vegetables to easternm markets
for a few weeks during the year., One of the reasons for the overwhelm=-
ing dominance of Florida, is the muoch longer season during which the
latter has 1little competition from other produoing areas.

Moat rapid growth of the vegetable industries in both states
ooourred during the deoade 192030 (Tables XIX and XX). Aoreage
planted in vegetables approximately tripled in each state throughout
this period, with South Carolina vegetable acreages jumping from
36,746 to 109,921, not inoluding Irish or sweet potatoes. Sinoe 1930,
the expansion of vegetable acreage has been less spectacular, but by
1954 South Carolina was planting over 85,000 aores amnually and Georgia

over 165,000, again exoluding potatoes.



TABLE XIX

GEORGIA FHUIT AND VEGETABLE PRODUCTION, 1920-1964%*
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CROP 1964 1960 1940 1930 1920

Value of vegetables

harvested for sale

in thousands of

dollars (exoept

potatoes) $§ 8,81 § 9,930 ¢ 3,687 $ 65,663 & 2,228
Total aores

planted (exocept

potatoes) 167,317 168,427 125,531 109,921 36,746
ACRES
Lima beans 65,839 6,128 7,172 1,182 -
Snap beans 6,235 7,634 10,460 6,772 1,236
Blackeyes & other

green ogwpeas 28,670 35,887 63 NA NA
Cabbage 5,274 8,161 3,800 2,446 694
Cantaloupes &

muskmelons 9,716 8,289 8,782 1,829 1,669
Collards 1,360 2,921 813 163 NA
Sweet corn 3,985 5,435 3,425 3,432 9656
Cuoumbers &

piockles 5,461 4,331 3,079 776 254
Kale 76 11 1l 1 1
Lettuce & romaine 726 404 147 71 30
Mustard greens 324 264 62 NA NA
Okra 4,578 4,066 1,645 417 60
Onions (dry) 613 266 307 376 169
Onions (green) 216 132 63 26 2
Green peas 602 974 6,064 2,922 446
‘Sweet peppers &

pimentoes 17,781 19,173 17,425 4,646 176
Radishes 91 18 6 - 1
Squash 3,386 2,884 1,092 210 54
Tomatoes 11,242 9,678 7,119 3,762 1,198
Turnips 2,097 4,188 2,024 854 111
Turnip greens 1,096 250 118 NA NA




TABLE XIX (ocontinued)
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CROP 11954 1950 1940 1930 1920
Watermelons 57,690 47,074 48,732 73,436 29,091
Sweet potatoes** 14,410 43,640 98, 797 84,856 110,033
Irish potatoes™ 2,309 4,969 22,666 12,962 11,196
Peaches (thousanda

of bushels)*** 2,481 1, 300 4,360 3,246 4,789
Apple
pf;,:3§22°h°§° 380,628 269,571 1,140,568 642,788 416,902

g—

—————

*Source: United States Bureau of the Cemsus, United States Census
of Agrioulture: 1954. Vol. I, Part 17 (Washington: Government Printing

Offioce, 1956), ppe o1-2.

**For 1960 and 1954 does not inolude aoreage for farms with less

than 50 bushels harvested.

*x*%Does not inolude farms with-less than 20 trees for 1954.

NA Not available.



TABLE XX

SOUTH CAROLINA FRUIT AND VEGETABLE PRODUCTION, 1920-1954"
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CROP 1954 1960 1940 1930 1920

Value of vegetables

harvested for sale in

thousands of dollars

(except potatoes) 87,822 47,630 83,350 84,255 $1,933
Total aores of

vegetables harvested

for sale (exocept

potatoes) 86,948 100,407 72,776 61, 326 16,9756
ACRES
Asparagus 87 452 6,075 7,130 1,145
Green lima beans 2,137 2,994 4,436 666 -
Spap beans 10,032 13,466 8,812 8,106 917
Table beets 446 377 248 40 3
Blackeyes & other

green cowpeas 1,767 4,180 99 NA NA
Brooooli 398 701 298 25 NA
Cabbage 2,656 3,120 3,660 3, 760 2,232
Cantaloupes &

muskmelons 65,472 6,169 4,924 1,311 696
Collards 963 666 176 7 NA
Sweet corn 1,692 3,730 2,047 1,338 239
Cuoumbers &

piockles 65,472 6,640 4,780 4,863 1,324
Lettuce & romaine 1,114 1,012 681 533 428
Mustard greens 610 416 77 NA NA
Okra 1,144 822 298 142 84
Dry onions 95 301 260 274 61
Green onions 214 60 35 9 -
Green peas 673 725 4,228 3,607 245
Hot peppers 602 1,068 294 NA NA
Sweet peppers &

pimentoes 2,776 197 381 121 2
Radishes 1, 304 1,042 247 66 -
Spinach 361 320 229 622 ~-
Squash 1,484 1,499 636 111 8
Tomtoes 65,948 4,036 6,908 3,221 634




TABLE XX (ocontinued)
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CROP 1954 1960 1940 1930 1920
Turnips 594 768 435 167 86
Turnip greens 1,066 60 5 NA NA
Watermelons 37,922 45,376 21,962 14,296 7,779
Irish potatoes™* 6, 402 9,430 22,338 20,323 13,402
Sweet potatoes** 16,638 36,530 53,5666 46,776 60, 325
Other vegetables 160 362 765 1,131 282
Peaches (bushels ‘ ' ' .

harvested)*** 3,260,779 1,476,292 2,043,661 687,650 389, 734
Apples (bushels T
harvested)*** 87,015 132,869 363,118 179,992 215,669

et agp—
———————

Pl

e ————

*Source: United States Bureau of the Census, United States Census
of Agriculture: 1954, Vol. I, Part 16 (Washington: Government Printing

Office, 1966), pp. 367-8.

**For 1950 and 1964 does not inoclude aoreage for farms with less
than 50 bushels bharvested.

*%% Does not inolude farms with less than 20 trees for 1954,

NA Not available.
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Several vegetable orops have shown sharp deolines in aoreage
sinoe 1920, with greatest deoreases ooocurring in Irish and sweet potato
plantings. From 1920 to 1964, Irish potato plantings deoreased from
13,402 to 6,402 aores and sweet potatoes deoclined from 60,326 to 16,638
aores in South Carolina, while in Georgia the deoline was from 11,195
to 2,309 aores and 110,195 to 14,410 aores, respectively. Since the
19564 figures do not inolude aoreage for farms with less than 560 bushels
of potatoes harvested this may acoount for part of the decline, but the
overall reduction in aoreage seems to have been great. South Carolina
production of asparagus and green peas has deolined, along with Georgia
production of green peas. In spite of reductions in the aoreages of a
fow orops, however, almost all major vegetable produots have shown
inoreases of from 100‘to 1,000 per oent sinoe 1920,

The peach is the major fruit orop of the two states, but Georgia
production declined from 4,788,718 bushels in 1920 to 2,480,690 bushels
in 1964, while during the same period South Carolina harvests rose from
389,734 to 3,250,779 bushels.

Vegetables are produced for the oommeroial market by almost every
oounty in South Carolina and Georgia. Some counties in both states
specialize in certain oommodities, such as tomatoes, but normally a
variety of vegetables is produced. The areas of most oonoentrated pro-
duotion are in southern South Carolina on the "Inner" and "Lower"”
Coastal Plain, and in south oentral Georgia. Georgia and South Carolina
enjoy a oompetitive advantage in the production of several vegetables,

partly due to environment and partly to location with respect to markets
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(Figures 2 and 69, and ocompare Figures 6, 7, 51 and 52). Proximity to
markets is probably most important, as several states, inoluding Mis-
sissippi, Louisiana, Alabama, and California, have vegetables ready for
market at approximately the same time South Carolina and Georgia vege-
tables are being harvested. Better transportation oconneotions give
Alabama, Mississippi, and Louisiana an advantage in sales to the Middle
West, although the loocation of Georgia to the south of the mountains
allows it to sell a oonsiderable portion of its produotion in that
region as well as in the East., South Carolina markets, on the other
hand, are limited primarily to eastern locations. Georgia vegetables
are usually ready for market slightly earlier than those of South
Carolina, and South Carolina oan market its produots beginning a few
days prior to areas further north,

Aoreage reduotions of the major orops produced in Georgia and
South Carolina, suoch as ocotton, tobacoco, and peanuts, have released
land and labor for vegetable produotion. Reductions were not great
enough to allow the small farms that are ocharaoteristic of the region
to go into livestook production, while vegetables could be produced
with little or no inorease in labor or equipment requirements. Mecha=-
nization has resulted in a decline in the number of mules, and land
that was used to produce food orops for draft animals oan now be used
for the production of vegetables. Urbamn populations have been growing
rapidly in the South as well as other areas, with a oorresponding
decline in rural population. As a result of declining rural populations

fewer vegetables are needed on the farm and more are in demand by oity
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populations., Other changes that have promoted the growth of the vege-
table industry, such as techmologiocal advances in handling and trans-
porting fruits and vegetables, inoreases in oconsumer inocome, and
ochanges in eating habits, have been disoussed in an earlier chapter.

Host South Carolina and Georgia vegetables are harvested during
the spring and early summer, although fall acreages of several orops
are also planted. South Carolina produces significant quantities of
cucumbers, tomatoes, snap beans, and sweet potatoes in the fall, while
south Georgia has enlarged its fall orop oonsiderably in recent years.
Begimning in September, Georgia harvests squash, blackeye peas, egg-
plants, and bell peppers; and ylelds of snap beans, cucumbers, pole
beans, tomatoes, sweet corn, and greens begin coming in around the
first of October. Second orops of okra, and orowder and purple hull
peas begin maturing during July, while second orops of lima and butter
beans reach maturity about the middle of August.

South Carolina usually opens the vegetable season with its orop
of fall cabbage, whioch is harvested from November umtil mid-February.
The spring oabbage orop reaches maturity in mid-Maroh and sales ocontinue
into June, Such orops as radishes, tuwrnips and turnip greens, broocooali,
and spinach, are harvested in the coastal area from early January,

especially in Beaufort Cmmty.l Georgia spring production of most

1c. L. Crenshaw and C. D. Davis, Marketing Methods and Facili-

LN T VE— | ——————  ————

Experiment Station Bulletin 412 (Clemson: Clemson Agrioultural College
Experiment Station, Maroch, 1964), p. 8.



133
other major vegetable orops begins slightly earlier than the same orops
produced in South Carolina, or at approximately the same time. Georgia
watermelons, oucumbers, lima beans, sweet oorn, green peas, and toma-
toes are usually ready for market from one or two to 15 days earlier
than their South Carolina oownterparts.

Spring produotion in the two states is sandwiohed between the
Florida season and early harvests in Virginia and on the Delmarva
Peninsula, while fall harvests are brought in after harvests in areas
further north have begum to taper off and before the Florida fall and
winter orops begin. In most instances, however, Georgia and South
Carolina enjoy a transportation advantage over Florida during the
spring, and aotually supply Florida with vegetables during the summer
and early fall.

In the following discussion of the produwtion and marketing of
several major Georgia and South Carolina fruits and vegetables it was
not possible to gather as complete and reocent information as was
obtained for Florida. Production statistios for Georgia and South
Carolina fruits and vegetables were taken from the 1954 agrioultural
oensus, and from a report issued by the South Carolina Crop Reporting
Service of Clemson College for 1958.z Information on the facilities
for marketing fruits and vegetables was more complete for Georgia prod-

uwts, as Georgia has a well established system of state farmers'®

230uth Carolina Crop Reporting Service (Columbia: United States
Department of Agriculture, Januaery, 1959), Vol. VIII, No. 1, p. 4.
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markets and issues annual reports listing the various produots handled
and their values (Table XXI and Figure 63).° Most South Carolina vege-
tables are marketed through private channels, with the Columbia State
Farmers' Market being the only state faoility of major importance
(Figure 53). The Blaokville Market, in South Carolina, deals primarily
in watermelons, and was the omly other state market handling signifi-
oant quantities of vegetables in 1958, A oounty market in Greenville,
South Carolina, trades small quantities of South Carolina vegetables
but the volume is wnknown. Private buyers and sellers of fruits and
vegetables were reluotant to part with information oonoerming their
aotivities for fear of oompetition.

Statistics for the distribution of Georgia and South Carolina
produots were obtained from a United States Department of Agrioulture
publiocation whioch gives the states of origin of ocertain fruits and
vegetables tramsported by rail to 100 United States and five Canadian
oities.? In this ohapter, only the 38 United States and five Canadian

oities for whioh truok and rail origins are reported are used.5

3Gaorgia State Farmers! Markets, 1968; Annual Sales Report, All
Markets (Atlanta: Markets Division, Georgia Department of Agrioulture,
1959).,

4Carlot Unloads of Certain Fruits and Vegetables in 100 United
States and b Canadian Cities--Al8o~--Iruck Unloa%a in 38 United States
Cities and 6 Canadian Cities, Calendar Year, 1968, United States Depart-
ment of Agrioulture Ciroular AMS-25 (Washington: United States Depart-
ment of Agrioulture, Agriocultural Marketing Service, Maroh, 1969)

6Since the oities for whioh both rail and truck information is
available account for 82 per ocent of total rail distribution to the 100
oities, and since a more complete pioture can be presented by showing
distribution by both methods of transportation, several long tables
detailing rail distribution to the 100 oities would not be worthwhile.



TABLE XXI
S8ALES OF SELECTED VEGETABLES ON GEORGIA STATE FARMERS' MARKETS, 1958%

B = e e — ——  __—— ——

Value of Sales

Vegetable Athens Atlanta Augusta Blue Ridge Cairo Columbus Cordele
Beans $77,202 $1,898,666 $143,298 $1,843 § 18,962 $210,694 $ 37,428
Cabbage 5,736 1,109,039 83, 749 1,212 - 47,836 21,338
Cantaloupes 18,817 367,873 34,180 - - 42,640 171,187
Corn, Green 10,936 956,001 41,373 - 664 64, 796 6,720
Cuoumbers 6,960 211,092 14,781 1,843 - 22,282 12,610
Okra 19,781 388,290 26,286 - 234,992 33,488 5,798
Peppers 5,610 860,209 54,216 47 41 18,661 1,498
Potatoes, Irish 24,001 4,426,463 268,364 - 40 600,417 60,207
Potatoes, Sweet 17,638 1,556,919 113,842 -~ - 83, 366 22,605
Squash 8,204 360, 768 19,460 172 3,414 42,356 1,670
Tomatoes 33,366 4,074,994 240,946 - 36 299,997 134,814
Watermelons 43,674 1,005,043 82,833 o= 238 106, 646 717,845

—_————— — —— —— e - ——1
Value of Sales

Vegetable Dillard Donaldsonville (Glennville Jesup Maoon Moultrie Nashville
Beans $59,699 $152,427 é - $ 6,147 8145,479 $113,348 $§ 237
Cabbage 68,816 - - - 98,408 47,876 240
Cantaloupes 1,887 36,976 100 2,736 14,072 39,367 1,327
Corn, Green 3,699 7,321 - 26,847 36,326 27 208
Cuoumbers 4,920 4,600 - 478 6,409 1,709 18,380
Okra 319 28,860 ~ 1,021 26,267 660 -
Peppers 2,311 - o= 226 11,354 30 171
Potatoes, Irish 14,378 - - 282 426,766 82 -
Potatoes, Sweet 2,264 3,661 -~ 87 207,616 5,829 1,118
Squash 626 2,081 - 140 23,820 8,030 -
Tomatoes 6,902 .= 49,174 3,966 128,140 69,176 36,696

Watermelons 1,110 166,648 14,884 27,768 79,616 42,096 6,459

1 ¢



TABLE XXI (ocontinued

P e e e e e e —— — —— ———]
Value of Sales

Tifton

Vegetable Pelham Rome  Savannah ~ Thomasville Valdosta  Vidalia
Beans $ 6,570 $ 9,131 $252,743  $862,329 $ 11,364 & 80,272  § 2,787
Cabbage 1,544 5,246 104,431 192,493 2,475 43,081 3,087
Cantaloupes 2,550 11,474 46,452 14,903 138,430 30,516 290
Corn, Green 2,644 5,526 89,976 3,229 -- 24,256 816
Cucumbers 600 1,596 34, 336 43,232 14,914 20,034 407
okra 1,113 5,823 60,401 129,757 - 24,700 1,006
Peppers - 1,776 38,662 11,075 - 28,596 84
Potatoes, Irish - 39,141 321,291 14, 260 - 129,526 14,500
Potatoes, Sweet 137,500 7,187 129,041 70,171 30,275 99,425 4,765
Squash 1,489 2,046 41,234 219,969 1,266 14,274 1,981
Tomatoes 87,992 32,211 416,788 17,464 163,912 75,875 1,731
Watermelons 3,472 14,677 139,048 111,522 113,126 156,179 700

*Source: Georgia State Farmers' Markets - 1958 Annual Sales Report (Atlanta: Georgia Market-
ing Commission, 1939;, pPp. 4~39.

981
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FIGURE 54
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Watermelons ococupy larger acreages than any other vegetable orop
in both Georgia and South Carolina. Relative importance of watermelonms,
when compared to total vegetable acreage, has been declining in Georgia
over the past several decades, but in South Carolina watermelons have
maintained approximately the same aocreage relatiomship to the total
vegetable orop, excluding potatoes. In 1954, Georgia had 57,690 acres
planted in watermelons compared to 37,922 aores in South Carolina, In
both states produstion is widely distributed.

Most South Carolina melons are produced om the Coastal Plain,
with 7,646 acres planted in Barmwell Cownty, and 7,107 aores in
Chesterfield County (Figure 56). The above two cownties, plus Allen-
dale, Bamberg, Hampton, Kershaw, and Aiken, had nearly 80 per cent of
the total state acreage in 1964. During the same year 17 Georgia coun-
ties produced over 1,000 acres, all loocated on the Coastal Plain and
mostly in south Georgia (Figure 56). Brooks County led all other cown-
ties with 6,898 acres, followed by Thomas with 4,212 aores, and Crisp
with 4,110 aores. These three counties, plus Worth, Colquitt, Dooly,
Twrner, Cook, and Lowndes, produce over one=half of the Georgia orop.

During the period 1946-50, Georgia's average melon production
was 254 per acre and South Carolina yielded an average of 198.6 At
these rates Georgia would have produced approximately 14,663,000 melons

and South Carolina 7,699,000 melons in 1964. It would be difficult to

67, T. Ferrier, Marketing South Carolina Watermelons, South
Carolina Agrioultural Experiment Station Bulletin 896 (Clemson: Clemson
Agricultural College, Jwme, 1951), p. 5.
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determine the percemtage of watermelons entering regular marketing
channels, but probably about one-half are consumed loocally, Twenty
Georgia markets listed watermelon sales totaling over $2,800,000 in
1968, but many of the melons handled on the larger terminal markets
were purchased from oconocentration faocilities, and terminal market sales
also inoclude watermelons produoced in other states (Table XXI). Melons
totaling approximately one=half the above value were sold on concen-
tration markets and would probably be more representative of the
Georgia orop., The number of melons sold on all 20 markets amounted to
over 8,990,000 but melons sold on concentration markets numbered only
6,870,000, or about 40 per oent of the total produotion based on 1964
figures. The Atlanta Market handled over 2,000,000 melons for a value
in exoess of 21,000,000; while Cordele, a concentration market, sold
over 3,400,000 melons for a total value of only $717,056. Cordele
melons were first sale, Georgia melons, whereas many of the melons sold
on the Atlanta Market arrived from other states prior to the time the
Georgia orop was ready for harvest and brought premium prices.

In South Carolina, relatively the same marketing situation pre-
vails as in Georgia. Most markets handling South Carolina melons are
privately owned, although three state-owned markets normally handle a
large portion of the crop. In 1952, 11 South Carolina markets--private,
state, and cooperative-~handled over 3,380,000 melons, or approximately

36 per cent of the total produstion for that year.7 In 1967 South

TCrenshaw and Davis, op. oit., p. 42.
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Carolina melons were in relatively short supply due to severe late
freezes, but approximately 12,227,000 were produwed for a value of
#2,404,000.8 The Blackville State Farmers' Market in Baranwell County
--%hich is primarily a watermelon markete-handled some 1,561,469 melons
during 1957, bringing 2387,867.° In addition, the Pageland State
Farmers' Market, in Chesterfield County, sold 624,404 melons for a
value of $131,101. Other watermelons were sold through oontaots made
at the market, but did not move through the market facilities and are
not inoluded in the merket total.l® In 1968, South Carolina melons
valued at $241,078 were sold on the Columbia Market.ll Some of the
melons traded on the Columbia faoility mey have beemn oounted at other
markets, however, for the Blackville Market often ships considerable
quantities to Columbia, Total sales of watermelons on the fresh market
amounted to $2,404,000 in 1957, and 81,612,000 in 1968,

Truoks, in 1958, accounted for most watermelon shipments from
Georgia and South Carolina to the 37 oities shown in Table XXII. Only
11 per oent of South Carolina melons were shipped by rail as compared
to approximately 16 per cent of Georgia melons. Rail shipments

inoreased witl distance from the producing areas and were dominant to

Canadian oities.

8South Carolina Crop Reporting Service, op. oit., p. 4.

9Report, State Agrioultural Marketing Commission, 1957 (Colum-
bias Columbia State Farmers! Market, 1967), p. 1.

101psd., p. 4.

1%0lunbia State Farmers' Market Volume Report, 1958." (Mimeo-
graphed.)
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TABLE XXII

CARLOT SHIFMENTS OF GEORGIA AND SOUTH CAROLINA
WATERMELONS TO SELECTED CITIES - 1958%

pt———— s e — — ——

-GEORGIA - SOUTH CAROLINA

CITY Fruok Rail  Truok Rail
Albany, N. Y. 14 18 20 10
Atlanta, Ga. 1,703 - -2 3
Baltimore, Md. 191 - 133 2
Birmingham, Ala. 134 3 - -
Boston, Mass, S 107 57 160
Buffelo, N. Y. 27 41 (p! 3
Chiocago, Ill. 92 63 19 2
Cinoinmnati, Ohio 142 30 19 7
Cleveland, Ohio 189 16 145 6
Columbia, S. C. 98 - 1,185 -
Dallas, Texas - - - -
Denver, Colo. - - - -
Detroit, Mioh. 211 120 73 2
Fort Worth, Texas - - - -
Houston, Texas - - - -
Indianapolis, Ind, 211 13 7 -
Kansas City, Mo.-Kans. - - - -
Los Angeles, . Calif. - - - -
Louisville, Ky. 120 9 1l -
Memphis, Temn. 128 - - -
Mimi. nao 20 1 56 L
Milwaukee, Wis. 39 2 9 -
Minneapolis-St., Paul, Mimn. 18 - 1l -
Nashville, Temn. 35 2 1 -
New Orleams, La. - - - -
New York, N. Y. 188 165 1,264 112
Philadelphia, Pa. 99 173 116 110
Pittsburgh, Pa. 156 66 261 11
Portlmd. Ore. - 10 - -
Providenoe, R. I. 7 11 22 39
St. Louis, Mo. 4 - - -
Salt Lake City, Utah - - - -
San Antonio, Texas - - - -
San Franoisoo, Calif. - - - -
Washington, D. C. 391 4 324 -
Wiohita, Kans, - - - -

TOTALS . 4,216 834 3,764 467

sSource; Carlot Unloads of Certain Fruits and Vegetables in 100
U. S. and 5 Canadian Cities--Klso--Iruwk Unloads in 33‘5‘:‘3‘.—01'1;1?3@
§ Canadian Cities, Calendar Year 1958, U. S. Dept. of Agriculture Cirou-
lar AMS-25 (Washington: U. S. Dept. of Agrioulture, Agricultural Market-

ing Service, March, 1959), pp. 12=82,
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Georgia melons were shipped in greater quantities than the South
Carolina produot to cities west of the Appalachian Mountains, whereas,
South Carolina melons were dominant in most eastern oities (Figures 67
and 68), For example, New York City obtained almost four times as many
melons from South Carolina as from Georgia, but Chicago obtained nearly
gseven times as many melons from Georgia. South Carolina watermelon
shipments exceeded those from Georgia to Boston, Buffalo, Columbia,
Miami, New York City, Pittsburgh, and Providence, plus the Canadian
oities of Montreal and Toronto. Georgia led South Carolina slightly in
total shipments of melons to all the cities oomnsidered.

Tomatoes are one of the more valuable orops produced in Georgia
and South Carolina, with aoreages having expanded considerably during
the past several decades. In 1954 Georgia planted 11,242 aores, and
South Carolina somewhat more than one=half that amount. In 1930
Georgia had only 3,752 aores in tomatoes and South Carolina 3,221,
Tomato aoreages, then, have been expanding most rapidly in Georgia,
espeocially in several southern counties.

Of the 21 Georgia counties producing over 100 aocres of tomatoes
in 1954, 13 that were found bordering each other in the south central
part of the state acocounted for 66 per cent of the total acreage
(Figure §9). The only county of outstanding importance that is not
located in the south Georgia producing area is Tattmall, whose 1,098
aores were responsible for nearly 10 per oent of total plantings.

Two South Carolina counties--Beaufort with 2,067 aores, and

Charleston with 1,282 aores--were responsible for over 56 per cent of
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GEORGIA AND SOUTH CAROLINA TOMATO ACREAGE, 1954
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the state tomato aoreage in 1954 (Figure §9). Seven additional counties
planted over 100 aores; all except one being loocated on the Coastal
Plain. Spartanburg County, on the Piedmont, planted nearly 600 acores of
tomatoes in 1954, with a large portion of the aoreage devoted to an
early fall orop.

Georgia tomatoes begin arriving on the market about the same
time as the South Carolina orop in the spring, but Georgia extends its
fall harvest season oconsiderably later, due to production in the south-
ern part of the state. Both states have expanded their fall aoreages
in recent years.

A large peroentage of the South Carolina tomato orop is produced
by so=called "growereshippers,®™ who have their own facilities for
grading and packing and their own market outleta.lz In 19567, however,
the Pee Dee Market, in Marion County, sold some 25,286 bushels for
$19,707, and in 1958 the Columbia Market sold 144,344 bushels of South

Carolina tomatoes for $390,396.1%

Other markets handling tomatoes were
privately omned. Total value of South Carolina tomatoes sold on the
fresh market in 1958 was 81,010, 000.

Nineteen Georgia state farmers! markets handled tomatoes in 19568,
with values totaling $5,864,066 (Table XXI). The Atlanta Market sold

most of these, but the majority were probably produced out-of-state.

12p0renghaw and Davis, op. oit., p. 40.

lsReport, State Agrioultural Marketing Commission, 1957, op. oit.,

P 4.
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State concentration mrkets, which were limited mostly to Georgia toma-
toes, had a business of approximately $700,000 in this commodity.

The distribution of Georgia and South Carolina tomatoes is much
more limited than the distribution area for watermelons. Of the 37
cities listed in Table XXIII, Georgia tomatoes were sold in only 17,
and South Carolina tomatoes in only 16 (Figures 60 and 61). Shipments
were primarily by truck, with rails accounting for less than eight per
oent of Georgia shipments and only 15 per cent of South Carolina ship-
ments.

The oities considered received more than double the volume of
tomatoes from South Carolina than were purchased from Georgia. Over
one-half of Georgia shipments went to Atlanta, with the remainder being
soattered among various ocities in the East and Middle West. Nearly
on9-half of South Carolina‘. shipments were sold in Columbia, New York
City accounted for an additional 35 per cent, and most of the remainder
went to Baltimore, Boston, Philadelphia, and Pittsburgh.

Cabbage aoreages have not inoreased as much as many other vege-
table orops. South Carolina aoreage has remained relatively unchanged
since 1930, whereas Georgia aoreages have shown an inorease. In 1954
South Carolina had 2,666 aores planted in cabbage and Georgia 65,274.

Nearly 70 per cent of the South Carolina aocreage is found in
Charleston County, with only three additional counties--Orangeburg,
Beaufort, and Horry--having as many as 100 aores (f‘igure 62). Areas of
commercial ocabbage produstion are also clearly defined in Georgia, as

almost 40 per cent of the state aoreage is in Thomas County (Figure 62).
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TABLE XXIII

CARLOT SHIPMENTS OF GEORGIA AND SOUTH CAROLINA
TOMATOES TO SELECTED CITIES - 1968

p—
~———

 GEORGIA _SOUTH CAROLINA
CITY Truok Rall  Truok Rail

Albm, N. Y. -
Atlanta, Ga. 279

Baltimore, Md. 14
Birmingham, Ala. 3
Boston, Mass. -
Buffalo, N. Y. -
Chioago, Ill. 16
Cincinnati, Ohio
Cleveland, Ohio

Columbia, S. C.

Dallas, Texas

Denver, Colo.

Detroit, Mioh.

Fort Worth, Texas

Houston, Tex.
Indianapolis, Ind.

Kansas City, Mo.

Los Angeles, Calif.
Louisville, Ky.

Memphis, Tenn.

Miami, Fla.

Milwaukee, Wis.
Minneapolis=St. Paul, Mimm.
Nashville, Tenn.

New Orleans, La.

New York, N. Y.
Philadelphia, Pa.
Pittsburgh, Pa.

Portland, Ore.

Providence, R. I.

St. Louis, Mo.

Salt Lake City, Utah

San Antonio, Texas

San Franoisoo, Calif.
Washington, D. C.

Wiohita, Kans.

1
14
62

18
1
6

420
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*Souroce: Carlot Unloads of Certain Fruits and Vegetables in 100
U. S. and 5 Canadian Cities--Also--Truok Unloads in 38 U. S. Cities and
6 Canadian Cities, Calendar Year 1968, U. S. Dept. of Agrioulture Cirou-
lar AMS-25 (Washington: U. S. Dept. of Agrioulture, Agrioultural Market-

ing Servioe, Maroh, 1969), pp. 12=82.
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Neighboring South Georgia counties--Colquitt, Brooks, and Cook=--contri-
bute an additional 40 per cent of the acreage.

Most South Carolina ocabbage is marketed by "grower-shippers" and
through private buyers, sinoce little is sold through the state market
system. The Columbia Market, in 1958, sold only £58,089 in South
Carolina cabbage, while total cabbage sales for the fresh market reaohed
4604, 000.

Georgia concentration markets handled oabbage valued at £384,018
in 1968, and the wholesale terminal markets were responsible for sales
of $1,443,463 (Table XXI). The Thomasville Market, with oabbage sales
of $193,368, handled much of the Thomas County production and also some
cabbage from neighboring counties. The total value of the 1968 Georgia
orop is unknown.

Cabbage shipments from Georgia and South Carolina to the oities
listed in Table XXIV were made primarily by truck, with rails account-
ing for only 20 per cent of Georgia and 12 per cent of South Carolina
shipments in 1958, Nearly all cabbage moving to Canadian oities was
transported by rail.

Georgia and South Carolina oabbage was marketed in 23 of the
oities considered, with heaviest Georgia shipments going to the Middle
West, whereas South Carolina oabbage was sold primarily to eastern
oities (Figures 63 and 64). Atlanta took 40 per oent of all Georgia
shipments to the oities oonsidered and New York and Philadelphia were
responsible for 40 per oent of South Carolina shipments. Georgia ship-

ments, however, exceeded those from South Carolina to Washington, D. C.,
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TABLE XXIV

CARLOT SHIFMENTS OF GEORGIA AND SOUTH CAROLINA
CABBAGE TO SELECTED CITIES - 1968+

s a— —
—_— ——

, GEORGTA SOUTH CAROLINA

CITY Truok Rail Truok Rail
Albany, N. Y. 2 1l 12 2
Atlanta, Ga. 393 - 5 -
Birmingham, Ala. 63 - 13 -
Boston, Mass. 12 31 17 17
B\lffﬂ-lo, No Yo - 3 6 z
Chioago, Ill. 30 12 14 14
Cinoimnati, Ohio 28 17 3 8
Cleveland, Ohio 7 32 29 12
Columbia, S, C, 3 - 116 -
Dallas, Texas - - - -
Denver, Colo. - - - -
Detroit, Mioh. 13 38 11 4
Fort Worth, Texas - - - -
Houston, Texas - - - -
Kansas City, Mo. - - - -
Los Angeles, Calif, - - - -
Louisville, Ky. 37 - 7 -
Memphis, Tean. 14 - 3 -
Miami, Fla. - - 3 -
Milwaukee, Wis. - 7 1l 1l
Minneapolis-St, Paul, Minn. 2 - 1 -
Nashville, Tenn. 29 - 7 -
New Orleans, La. - - - -
New York, N. Y. 49 22 132 17
Philadelphia, Pa, 27 8 160 4
Pittsburgh, Pa. - 18 24 6
Portland, Ore. - - - -
Providenoce, R, I. - [ 4 1l
St. Louis, Mo. 9 - - -
Salt Lake City, Utah - - - -
San Antonio, Texas - - - -
San Franoisoo, Calif, - - - -
Washington, D, C, 173 1l 65 2
Wi.ohita, Kans, - - - -

TOTALS 786 198 668 90

*Sources Carlot Unloads of Certain Fruits and Vegetables in 100
U. S. and 5 Canadian Cities--Also--Iruck Unloads in 38 U. S. Cities and
§ Canadian Cities, Calendar Year 1958, U. 3. Dept. of Agrioulture Cirou~
lar AMS-25 (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Dept.of Agriculture, Agrioultural
Marketing Servioe, Maroh, 1959), pp. 12-82.
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and to Boston in the East, while South Carolina shipmenlta were dominant
to Cleveland, in the Middle West. Canadian purchases were primarily
from Georgia.

Irish and sweet potatoes ococupy large aoreages in Georgia and
South Carolina, although both orops have greatly deolined in aoreage
since 1920. The 1964 Agricultural Census indicated that Georgia had
14,410 acres planted in sweet potatoes and 2,309 acres in Irish potatoes,
while South Carolina had 16,638 and 6,402 aores respectively. These
figures do not inoclude acreages on farms with less than 20 aores planted.

Seventy~five per cent of the South Carolina Irish potato orop was
planted in Charleston County, with Horry and Orangeburg the only other
counties having over 100 aores (Figure 66). Sweet potato production was
more evenly distributed, but Horry and Oramgeburg, together, accoumnted
for over 50 per cent of the total aoreage. Other Coastal Plain cowm-
ties were responsible for the remaining aoreage, with Colleton, Sumter,
Williamsburg, Barnwell, Clarendon, Lexington, and Florenoce plaxiting an
additional 22 per cent. Thirty-two of the states' 46 cowunties had sweet
potato plantings exceeding 100 aores.

The Georgia Irish potato acreage is ocmsiderably smaller than
that of South Carolina and is muoh more evenly distributed over the
state (Figure 65). Only three counties--Effingham on the Coastal Plain,
and Dade and Gilmer in the northwestern part of the state-=produced
over 100 aores in 1964. Sweet potato produotion is fairly evenly dis-

tributed over the Coastal Plain, with 40 counties produocing 100 or more



GEORGIA AND SOUTH CAROLINA IRISH POTATO ACREAGE, 1954

\ 0 50 Miles
° [——— ]
/4

0
Each Dot Represents SO Acres

0

—

SOURCE: UNITED STATES CENSUS BUREAU

FIGURE 88

€91



160
aores. Four oounties-=Bibb with 956 aores, Appling with 832 aores,
Toombs with 622 aores, and Wiloox with 416 aores--had the major oommer-
oial orops.

Unlike many vegetables, whioh must be marketed immediately after
harvest, potatoes may be kept in storage for a time while growers bare-
gain for their sale. Also, potatoes make a good livestook feed and are
ugsed by industry as a souroe of staroh and aloohol. Most South
Carolina potatoes are sold by growers to private buyers as soon as
possible after harvest. The buyer grades and paoks the potatoes and
may sell immediately, or he may store the potatoes in antiocipation of a
higher prioe. This is particularly true with sweet potatoes. Some
farmers with large aoreages have their own grading and paoking faoili-
ties, while others have formed grading and paoking cooperatives whioh
sometimes double as agencies for buying and selling.

In 1968 the Columbia Farmers®' Market handled South Carolina
Irish potatoes valued at 398,407, while sweet potatoes brought $240,407,
The Pee Dee Market sold sweet potatoes valued at $12,830, and the
Colleton Market sold sweet and Irish potatoes in small quantities. In
1962, all told, there were 13 markets handling Irish potatoes and 17
handling sweet potatoes; most of them small, private markets in each
instanoe.

All Georgia state farmers' markets handled Irish potatoes valued
at $6,308,934 in 1958 while sweet potato sales reached §$2,492,944
(Table XXI). Concentration markets sold a relatively small proportion

of the total, but are more representative of Georgia produstion as the
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terminal markets handle large portions of out-of-state potatoes, par-
tiocularly Irish potatoes. Irish potatoes worth over $295,000 were sold
on Georgia oonoentrati&n markets in 1968, and sweet potato sales were
valued at $403,163.

Georgia sweet potato shipments to the cities oonsidered in
Table XXV were entirely by truck in 1968, and slightly exceeded South
Carolina sweet potatoes in volume, Qver 97 per cent of recorded
Georgia sweet potato shipments went to Atlanta, however, with only four
additional oities listing Georgia reoceipts. South Carolina sweet
potato receipts were recorded in 14 oities in 1958, less than two per
oent of the volume moving by rail. Over 50 per cent of South Carolina
shipments went to Columbia, with Atlanta, Baltimore, New York City,
Washington, D, C., and Louisville accounting for most of the remainder.

Georgia Irish potato shipments in 19568 amounted to less tham six
per oent of South Carolina shipments to the oities listed in Table XXV,
Only five of these oities reocorded receipts of Georgia potatoes, with
24 of the total of 34 oarlots shipped going to Atlanta. South Carolina,
on the other hand, shipped 665 carlots, 18 per cent by rail. Columbia,
New York, Detroit, and Philadelphia acoounted for 80 per cent of all
South Carolina shipments to the cities considered, although 16 addi-
tional oities reported receipts of at least one carlot. Rail shipments
exceeded those by truck in Detroit, Buffalo, Cleveland, Milwaukee, and

Pittsburgh.
Aoreage planted in cantaloupes has inoreased rapidly since 1920

in both Georgia and South Carolina., Georgia planted 1,659 aores and
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TABLE XXV

CARLOT SHIPMENTS OF GEORGIA AND SOUTH CAROLINA

POTATOES

TO SELECTED CITIES - 1958%

|

CITY

SWEET POTATOES IRISH POTATOES
GEORGIA SOUTH CAROLINA GEORGIA ~SOUTH CAROLINA

Truok Raeil Truok Rail Truck Rail Truok Rail

Albany, N. Y.
Atlanta, Ga.
Baltimore, Md.
Birmingham, Ala.
Boston, Mass.
Buffalo, N. Y.
Chicago, Ill.
Cinoimati, Ohio
Cleveland, Ohio
Columbia, S. C.
Dallas, Texas
Denver, Colo.
Detroit, Mioh.
Fort Worth, Texas
Houston, Texas
Indianapolis, Ind.
Kansas City, Mo.
Loe Angeles, Calif.
Louisville, Ky.
Memphis, Temn.
Miami, Fla.
Milwaukee, Wis.
Minn.=-8t. P&ul, Minn,
Nashville, Tenn.
New Orleans, La.
New York, N. Y.
Philadelphia, Pa,
Pittsburgh, Pa.
Portland, Ore.
Providence, R. I.
St. Louis, Mo.
Salt Lake City, Utah
San Antonio, Texes
San Francisco, Calif.
Washington, D. C.
Wiochita, Kans.
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TOTALS
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0 346 7 34 0 543 122

*Souroe: Carlot Unloads

of Certain Fruita and Vegetables in 100 U. S.

and 6 Canadian Citiea--ﬁso--rr—k—-n‘nl'_aa'o 8 in 38 U. S. Cities and 5 Canadian

Cities, Calendar Year 1958, U, S. Dept. of Agrioulture Ciroular AMS-25 (Wash-

ington: U. 8. Dept, ot Agrioulture, Agricultural Marketing Service, Maroch,

1959), ppo 12-820
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South Carolina 695 aocres in 1920, but by 1964 plantings had inoreased
to 9,716 and 5,472 acres respectively, The period of most rapid acre-
age expansion oocurred between 1930 and 1940, when South Caroline
plantings more than tripled and Georgia aoreage more than quadrupled.

The counties in south ocentral Georgia that produce most of the
state's commsroial vegetable orop were also responsible for approxi-
mately 87 per cent of the cantaloupe aoreage in 1964, All counties
produsing over 100 aores were in this area except one.

Over 40 per cent of the South Carolina aoreage in 1954 was in
Barnwell County, while another 24 per cent was found in counties
bordering Barnwell. Three Piedmont counties and one that is predomi-
nantly in the Piedmont had an additional 24 per cent of the total state
aoreage.

In 1958 the Columbia Farmers' Market sold South Carolina canta-
loupes valued at $231,951. The Blackville State Market in 1957 traded
over $75,000 in cantaloupes, although the orop in that area was only
one=third of the usual production. Normally, sales on the Blackville
Market would have been approximately three times the 1967 figure.

Since the 1958 orop was nearly three times as great as the 1967 orop,
it is reasonable to assume that the Blackville Market handled canta-
loupes worth at least $200,000 during that year. If this is true, the
Columbia and Blackville Markets would have traded cantaloupes valued at
some $432,000, or approximately 60 per cent of the state's commercial

production of $712,000.
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Georgia state farmers' markets handled cantaloupes valued at
$968,787 in 1968, Concentration markets accounted for nearly one-half
of the total, with the Cordele and Tifton markets selling over 65 per
cent of this amownt (Table XXI).

No cantaloupes were shipped by rail from either South Carolina
or Georgia to any of the 37 ocities listed in Table XXVI during 1958,
Neiithor state is a major supplier of cantaloupes to northeastern mar-
kets as, apparently, most of the product is consumed within the pro-
duoing states, Over 63 per cent of all Georgia cantaloupes distributed
to the 37 oities went to Atlanta, and Columbia took another 33 per oent.
In addition to Atlanta and Columbia, only Baltimore and Washington,

D. C., received over 10 oarlots. Columbia was the market for more than
93 per cent of all South Carolina cantaloupes shipped to the 37 oities
in 1968, Only four additional ocities obtained supplies from South
Carolina, with Atlanta acoounting for the greater portion.

Lettuce aoreages are relatively small in both South Carolina and
Georgia, with the former having the largest acreage in 1964, Most
rapid expansion in lettuwoe production occurred from 1940 to 1950, and
by 1954 South Carolina bhad 1,114 acres and Georgia 726, In 1958 the
South Carolina lettuce orop, produced for the fresh market, was valued
at $130,000.

Georgia lettuoe was shipped to five of the 37 oities used in
this study, with Columbia receiving 13 carlots, Miami six, Atlanta
five, New York two, and Washington, D, C. one. South Carolina lettuce

was shipped to 12 cities, with Bal timore, Cleveland, New York, and
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TABLE XXVI

CARLOT SHIPMENTS OF GEORGIA AND SOUTH CAROLINA
CANTALOUPES TO SELECTED CITIES - 1968

i

e ——— —ctp—
——————— ~— am————— ——————

GEORGIA SOUTH CAROLINA
CITY Truck Rail Pruck Rail

Albany, N, Y. -
Atlante, Ga. 299
Baltimore, Md. 31
Birmingham, Ala. 10
Boston, Mass. -
Buffale, N. Y.

Chicago, Ill.

Cinoimati, Ohio

Cleveland, Ohio

Columbia, 8. C. 18
Dallas, Texas

Denver, Colo.

Detroit, Mioch.

Fort Worth, Texas

Houston, Texas
Indianapolis, Ind.

Kansas City, Mo.

Los Angeles, Calif,
Louisville, Ky.

Memphis, Temn.

Miami, Fla.

Milwaukeo, Wis.
Minneapolis-Ste Paul, Minn.
Nashville, Tem.

New Orleans, La.

New York, N. Y.
Philadelphia, Pa.
Pittsburgh, Pa.

Portland, Ore.

Providence, R, I.

Sts Louis, Mo.

Salt Lake City, Utah

San Antonio, Texas

San Francisco, Calif.
Washington, D. C.

Wiohita, Kans.

TOTALS 669
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384 -

sSource: Carlot Unloads of Certain Fruits and Vegetables in 100
U. 8. and 6 Canadian Cities=--Also--Truok Unloads in 38 U. S. Cities and
B Canadian Cities, Calendar Year 1968, U. S. Dept. of Agrioulture Cirou-
lar AMS-25 iWashington: Ues S. Dept. of Agrioulture, Agricultural
Marketing Service, March, 1969), pp. 12-82.
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Washington receiving four oarlots each, Pittsburgh three ocarlots,
Cinoimati two oarlots, and Albany, Birmingham, Boston, Chicago,
Columbia, and Philadelphia each received one carlot. All lettuce was
distributed by truok.

Unfortunately, no statistics are available for the distribution
of several of the more important vegetables produced in South Carolina
and Georgia. Exoluding potatoes, distribution statistics are available
for 658 per oent of the total commeroial vegetable production, however,
giving a more or less representative picture of the distribution areas
of products from the two states.

Additional South Carolina vegetables produced for the fresh mar-
ket and for which distribution statistios would be valuable are: snap
beans, ocucumbers, lima beans, beets, sweet corn, broocoli, and spinach.
Other Georgia vegetables of signifiocanoce for the fresh market are:
sweet peppers and pimentoes, snap beans, lima beans, okra, squash, and
sweet corm. Following, is a brief descoription of the produotion and
marleting of these vegetables, using all available information. It is
possible that the distribution maps for other Georgia and South
Carolina frults and vegetables may be of some value as a guide in
determining the distribution pattern of the above orops.

Snap and lima beans ocoupy large acreages in both South Carolina
and Georgia. In 1954, South Carolina planted 10,032 aores in snap
beans and 2,137 aores in green lima beans, while Georgia plantings

amounted to 6,235 and 5,839 aores respectively.
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Georgia snap bean produotion is confined primarily to south-
central and southwestern counties, with limited acreages in the north-
east. Lima bean plantings are heaviest in the counties around Atlanta,
and in south central Georgia. Only Brooks and Thomas counties in the
south produce relatively large aoreages of both orops, with Thomas
County leading all others in snap bean production. Turner Coumty, in
south central Georgia, is the major producer of lima beans, accounting
for over 17 per oent of the state acreage.

South Carolina aoreages of both orops are found primarily on the
"Oouter" and "Inner" portions of the Coastal Plain, in the southern part
of the state. Two Piedmont counties, Greenville and Pickens, produce
nearly 15 per cent of the snap bean orop, however. Charleston County,
on the "Outer" portion of the Coastal Plain, and Orangeburg County, on
the "Inner" portion, together had approximately 50 per cent of the state
acreage of snap beans and over 35 per ocent of the lima bean acreage in
1954, although Orangeburg produced six times as many lima beans as
Charleston.

Most South Carolina snap beans are sold through private buyers.
The Columbia Market sold South Carolina snap and lima beans valued at
$247,681 and $218,261 respectively in 1958, The relatively large
portion of the state's lima bean produoction that is marketed through
the Columbia facility is due largely to the faot that muoh of the aore-
age is within a 50 mile radius of the market, Perhaps one=fourth to

one~third of all snap beans are also marketed through the Columbia
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faocility, although many pwrchases by Columbia dealers are from looal
byyers in the areas of heaviest snap bean production.

Georgia state farmers' markets handled over $1,300,000 in snap
beans and more than £1,200,000 in lima beans in 1958, excluding ocertain
quantities of Florida beans sold on the Thomasville Market ( Table XXI).
Concentration markets handled approximately 29 per ocent of the smap
beans and 37 per oent of the lima beans 8old through the Georgia state
market systems The Atlanta Market led in sales of both snap and lima
beans, but an unknown quantity consisted of out-of-state varieties.
Thomasville led all other oconcentration markets, with sales of Georgia
snap beans totaling 3248,364, and 1ima bean sales of $148,446,

Sweet peppers and pimentoes were primarily Georgia orops in
1964, Georgia plantings in these commodities reached 17,781 aores,
while South Carolina reported only 2,776 aores. These orops appear to
be relatively recent in South Carolina.

The most oconcentrated area of production in Georgia is found
between 50 and 100 miles south of Atlanta, although 40 counties pro-
duce over 100 acres of sweet péppers and pimentoes. Meriwether, Pike,
and Henry ocounties had over 28 per cent of the Georgia aoreage in 19564,
In contrast, only seven South Carolina counties produced more than 100
aocres of peppers, with most of the production coming from the Piedmont.
Greenville, Pickens, and Spartanburg counties accounted for over one-
half of the total state aoreage.

The Columbia Market handled a total of 323,043 in South Carolina

peppers in 1968, and in 1957 the Anderson Markete--designed especially
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for handling the pimento pepper orop of that area-=gsold peppers valued
at $16,290. Sweet peppers, with a total value of $3,001, were also
sold on the Pee Dee Market in 1967.

Total pepper sales on Georgia state markets amounted to $629,963
in 1958, with conoentration markets acoounting for less thamn $50,000
(Table XXI). This may have been due to the location of the major pepper
produoing area so close to Atlanta, whioh was responsible for 68 per
oent of all peppers handled on the state market system.

Cuoumber aoreages were almost identiocal in the two states in
1964, with Georgiats 5,481 aores exoeeding South Carolina plantings by
only nine aores. South Carolina prodwotion was primarily on the south-
ern Coastal Plein, while the Georgia aoreage was predominantly in the
south oentral area. Charleston County was the leading South Carolina
produoer, planting 1,336 aores, while Brooks, Lowndes, Dooly, and
Colquitt counties in Georgia, all prodused between 400 and 600 aores.

South Carolina ououmbers valued at 455,485, were sold on the
Columbia Market in 1968; in 1957 oucumbers with a value of $3,423 were
purobased from the Pee Dee Market and the Colleton County Market sold
an unknown quantity. Most ousumbers were sold through private buyers,
however, and some large growers did their own marketinge A very small
portion of the orop marketed for fresh sales went through the state
market system.

The Atlanta Market was responsible for about one-half of the
total ououmber sales on Georgia state markets in 1968 (Table XXI).

Conocentration markets handled an additional one=third. Considerably
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less than one-half of total ououmbers marketed for fresh sales went
through the state market system.

Other major Georgia and South Carolina orops prodused for the
fresh market ares squash, okra, and sweet ocorn. These orops are pro-.
duced almost entirely in south central Georgia, and on the southern
portion of the "Inner" and "Outer" Coastal Plain in South Carolina.
Georgia is the heaviest producer of all three oommodities and oontri-
butes a larger portion to the fresh market. A large percentage of the
south Georgia produotion of squash and okra is sold through the state
farmers' markets in that area. Thomasville is the major squash market
with sales totaling %219,776 in 1968, and the major okra markets were
Cairo and Thomasville with sales of $234,992 and $129,757 respectively.
Sweet corn did not reach any of the oconcentration markets in signifi-
cant quantities.

The peach is the major fruit orop of both South Carolina and
Georgia, and the two states rank seocond and third nationally in peach
production. In 1957 Georgia had a total of 4,314,000 trees and in 1968
South Carolina trees numbered 4,927,000. Georgia at one time led South
Carolina in peach produstion, but South Carolina acquired dominance
during the 1940's and has maintained its position sinoe.

Important changes are ocourring in the peach industries in both
states, and producing areas are ourrently shifting away from the older
Piedmont toward the Fall Line and the Coastal Plain. The Piedmont

area of South Carolina contained 67.4 per cent of all the peach trees
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in the state in 1958, as compared to 8l.1 per oent in 1960.}% During
the same period the so called "Ridge" area==inoluding Aiken, Edgefield,
and Saluda counties-=gained approximately 280,000 trees for an inore-
ment of 67 per oent; and the Sandhills--primarily Lexington and
Chesterfield counties--had an addition of about 76,000 trees or 23 per
cent. In the Upper Coastal Plain--including Allendale, Bamberg, Barn=-
well, Calhoun, Marlboro, Orangeburg, and Sumter counties=-there were
462,000 trees in 1968 oompared with 74,400 in 1960, for an inorease of
over 500 per oent, The most recent area to oome into production is the
Lower Coastal Plain, whioh had 34,000 trees in 1968. "While the Pied-
mont area is still the most important peach area in the state, further

shifts in areas of production are clearly indicated. nl6

Spartanburg
continues to be by far the leading peach produocing county, however,
since its 2,486,000 trees accownted for slightly more than omne-half of
the total number for the state (Figure 66).

Most Georgia peaches are produced in an area from 40 to 70 miles
on either side of a line drawn from Columbus to Augusta ( Figure 66).
The grea‘best. concentration of trees is found to the south of this line
in the so called "Fort Valley" area, although heavy production ooours

in a grouping of about 26 oounties in the west central portion of the

145, Sam Taylor and W. Fred Chapman, Jr., South Carolina Peach
Tree Survey, 1968, South Carolina Agricultural Experiment Station,
Ciroular 1%2 (Clemson: Clemson Agricultural College, May, 1959), p. 9.

161bid., p. 10.



PEACH TREES OF ALL AGES IN COMMERCIAL ORCHARDS
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state, with the Fall Line running approximately through the middle of
the x-eg:l.on.]'6 Peach produotion in north Georgia has been on the decline,
while counties to the south of the Piedmont have expanded produstion.
Although the Coastal Plain portion of Georgia has the advantage of
being able to produce trees that oome into production earlier than
varieties grown further north in the state, it has the disadvantage of
a short average tree life, Eight to ten years is oonsidered the aver-
age life of peach trees on the Coastal Plain, and growers must keep one-
third to one=half their trees umder three years of age if they plan to
stay in the peach business.l” On the Piedmont trees are much longer
lived, but producers in that area must compete with early maturing
varieties planted in other states. The recent introduotion of earlier
maturing strains on the Piedmont may aid this seoction of Georgia in
establishing a better competitive position with more northerly producing
areas,

South Carolina peach produotion amowmted to 5,204,000 bushels in
1958, The Piedmont produced €67.4 per ocent of the total, followed by the
Ridge area with 18,7 per ocent, and the remainder of the state with
13.9 per cent, Over 100,000 bushels were harvested from each of 14
varieties of trees, offering a continuous fruit supply for more than two
montha.]'8 The amownt sold on the fresh market totaled 2,937,200

bushels, 19

16g, B, Ford, et al., Georgia Commercial Peach Survey, 19567,
Georgia Agricultural EXperimen ion, Mmeo series W.S. §D (Experi-

ment: Georgia Experiment Station, November, 1957), pp. 3-4.
17Ibid., p. 24.  18Taylor, op. oit., p. 22. 1°mbid., p. 24.
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Most peaches in both states were marketed through private ochan-
nels in 1968, but Georgia state markots were of greater signifiocance
than South Carolina markets. Georgia markets sold over 630,000 busyels,
most of them of Georgia origin, for a value of more than $1,600,000.
The Columbia Farmerst Market sold 176,072 bushels of South Carolina
peaches in 1968 for a value of $376,507.

Peaches reoeived a wider distribution and were shipped in greater
carlot quantities than any other Georgia or South Carolina produoct in
1958 (Figures 67 and 68). Shipments from both states were primarily by
truck, although 36 per oent of Georgia peaches and 18 per cent of South
Carolina peaches were tramsported by rail to the oities oonsidered in
Table XXVII. Rail shipments inoreased in importance with distance from
the market, and aocounted for ;1 per cent of peaches tramsported to the
five Canadian oities of Montreal, Quebec, Toronto, Vancouver, and
Winnepeg.

Georgia peaches dominated in total shipments, and in most cities
for whioh peaoh receipts were recorded. South Carolina peaohes were
received in larger quantities by only eight oities--Albany, Birmingham,
Boston, Columbia, Milwaukee, Pittsburgh, Providence, and Washington,

D. Ce=—out of the total of 30 United States cities that are considered
in this study that obtained shipments of peaches from Georgia and South
Carolina. South Carolina peaches dominated in three of the four
Canadian cities for which shipments are lmown. Only Winnepeg, in
Canada, received more Georgia peaches, and Winnepeg obtained only one

rail ocarlot.
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SHIPMENTS OF GEORGIA PEACHES
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CARLOT SHIPMENTS OF GEORGIA AND SOUTH CAROLINA

TABLE XXVII

PEACHES TO SELECTED CITIES - 1968+

177

GEORGIA SOUTH CAROLINA -TOTAL TOTAL

CITY Truok Rail Truok Rail GA. S. C.
Albany, N. Y. 654 36 63 48 89 101
Atlanta, Ga. 626 - 203 3 626 206
Baltimore, Md. 116 6l 74 5 177 7
Birmingham, Ala. 6 - 9 - 6 9
Boston, Mass. 126 160 270 134 276 404
Buffalo, N. Y. 63 68 66 33 121 99
Chioago, Ill. 349 140 229 68 489 297
Cinoimmati, Ohio 64 84 67 6 138 73
Cleveland, Ohio 168 114 103 26 272 129
Columbia, 8. C. 6 - 485 - 6 466
Dallas, Texas 6 - - - 6 -
Denver, Colo. - - - - - -
Detroit, Mioch. 60 186 38 83 245 121
Fort Worth, Texas - - - - - -
Houston, Texas 10 - - - 10 -
Indianapolis, Ind. 68 19 8 2 77 10
Kansas City, Mo. 2 - - - 2 -
Los Angeles, Calif. - - - - - -
Louisville, Ky. 44 16 8 - 60 8
Memphis, Tenmn. 1 3 1 - 4 1l
Miami, Fla. 63 19 42 2 82 44
Milwaukee, Wis. 30 10 37 17 40 64
Minneapolis=-St. Paul, Minn. - - - - - -
Nashville, Tenn. 32 1l 8 - 33 8
New Orleans, La. 8 1l 3 - 9 3
New York, N. Y. 1,241 672 1,086 232 1,913 1,318
Philadelphia, Pa. 274 187 292 60 461 352
Pittsburgh, Pa. 128 99 272 30 227 302
Portland, Ore. - - - - - -
Providence, R. I. 26 32 68 29 67 87
St. Loulis, Mo. 30 30 12 - 60 12
Salt Lak® City, Utah - - - - - -
San Antonio, Texas 11 - - - 11 -
San Franoisco, Calif, C - - - - - -
Washington, D. C. 42 156 103 ] 67 108
Wichita, Kans. - - - - - -
__TOTALS 3,612 1,941 3,607 783 5,463 4,290

—

—

*Source: Carlot Unloads of Certain Fruits and

U. 8, and 5 Canadian Cities=~Also=--Truok Unloads in 38 U, S.

Vegetables in 100

5o 5. o1

ities and

§ Canadian Cities, Calendar Year 1968, U. S. Dept. of Agriculture Cirou-

Jar AMS-25 (Washington: U. S. Dept. of Agrioculture, Agrioultural Market-

ing Service, March, 1969), pp. 12-82.
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Commercial apple production is of little importance in the gen=
eral economy of either Georgia or South Carolina, but it assumes
oconsiderable signifioanoce in several mountain counties, especially in
Georgia. The most concentrated area of apple trees is in Habersham and
Rabun oounties in the extreme northeas‘_bern part of Georgia and neigh-
boring Ooonee County in South Carolina. These three oounties contain
approximately 42,000 trees in commercial orchards, with Habersham and
Ooonee having over 16,000 each and Rabun over 9,000, Gilmer County in
north oentral Georgia had 27,444 trees in oommeroial orchards in 1968,
and Fannin 4,541 trees.zo

Apple production is a relatively long time business, for more
than 34 per oent of the trees in Georgia and over 45 per cent of those
in South Carolina are older than 20 years of age. In orchards that
have been well oared for trees are sometimes good bearers after they

are over 40 years of age.zl

20g, E. Ford, et al., Georgia Commercial Apple Surve¥. 1958,
Georgia Agrioultural Experiment Station, Mimeo 8eries N.S. (Experi-
ment: Georgia Experiment Station, September, 1958), p. 6.

21, J. Told and C, D. Evans, Commeroial Apple Produstion and
Marketing in Ooonee County, South Carolina, South Carolina Agrioultural
Experiment Station, Cirocular 89 (Clemson: Clemsen Agrioultural College,
January, 1963), p. 9.




CHAPTER VI

ANALYSIS OF THE PRODUCTION AND MARKETING OF FRESH FRUITS

AND VEGETABLES IN FLORIDA, GEORGIA, AND SOUTH CAROLINA

In the three states considered in this study Florida enjoys the
best environmental and eoonomio advantages in the production and mar-
keting of fresh fruits and vegetables. As mentioned earlier, however,
Georgia and South Carolina enjoy a ocomparative advantage for a few days
in the spring in supplying northern markets, and produoe some summer
and fall vegetables for shipment southward as well as to the nmorths In
fruit produotion there is little oompetition between Georgia or South
Carolina and Florida, for Florida has no commercial peach orchards and
the two more northerly states are oclimatically out-of=bounds for the
oultivation of oitrus.

One of the more striking ocontrasts between Georgia-South Carolina
and Florida vegetable production is in size of vegetable farms., In
south Georgia, a grower with 40 aores in vegetables is oconsidered a
large vegetable farmer, whereas in south Florida most vegetable produc-
tion oomes from farms with from 160 to 2,000 aores in vegetables, This
fact is refleoted in the type of marketing and gemeral quality of prod-
uots offered for sale. In Georgia and South Carolina several auwction
markets are ocontinuing to operate while in Florida only two such mar-
kets are still in existence and they seem to be declining in favor of
other types of sales., Auotions are successful only where there are

numbers of farmers attempting to sell in less than truockload or ocarload
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quantities, Furthermore, where produots are produced in large quanti-
ties the growers are better eduoated in proper methods of grading and
paoking and exoellent faoilities are usually available. The larger
growers also keep in oloser contact with buyers and market oonditions
in general. In South Carolina there are a few growers with several
hundred aores in vegetables, but most of the vegetable yields of that
state, as in Georgia, are prodwed by farmers with only a few aores.

Another contrast between the Georgia-South Carolina and Florida
vegetable areas is in farm labor supply and mechanigation. A large
peroentage of the vegetables produoed in Georgia and South Carolina are
growvn on lands formerly devoted to some orop, suoh as cotton, that have
been affeoted by governmentally enforoed aoreage reductions, or, on
lands formerly used to provide food for draft animals. Many farmers
with relatively large aoreages have gone into the cattle business, but
the small farmer with too little land for adequate pasture for cattle
has often oontinued to produoce his allotment of ootton, tobaooo, or
peanuts, and to plant part of the remainder in vegetables, Normally,
vegetable acreages are too small to justify purohase of additional farm
equipment or the employment of other than family labor. In many
instances the farmer ocares for his vegetable orops only in his spare
time, devoting all neocessary time to the basic field orops. Florida,
on the other hand, with its large farms devoted either altogether or
primarily to the produotion of vegetables, has muoh speoialized vege-
table oultivating and harvesting machinery and must import a large

labor foroe during the winter months. There are numerous state oon-
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struoted and ocontrolled labor camps socattered through the major vege-
table areas and farm laborers from several states, especially Georgia,
Alabama, and Tennessee, migrate to Florida during the vegetable season.
Some foreign laborers are brought in, but most laborers arrive from
other portions of the southern United States.

In spite of the many differences between the various vegetable
producing areas there are some similarities and many of the problems
that exist in one also exist in others. Problems of adverse weather
oonditions, oversupply resulting from too heavy plantings or two
different produocing areas ocoming into production at the same time, and
the economic problems caused by disaster to the orop or low prioces, are
ocormon to all areas. Most farmers in all three states specialize in
one to three vegetables, with a few attempting to produce a wider
variety, Changes in buyer preference may also bring dire oonsequences
to some growers as ocoasionally, seemingly without warning, the
American housewife decides that she prefers a particular type of some
vegetable or frult to all others. Usually, the housewife purchases on
appearance, and if the orookneok squash or the white hale peach suits
her fancy, produsers of all other types of squash and peaches may be in
for a lean season.

Another problem common %o all vegetable producing areas is that
of transportation. Today, most vegetables are marketed by truock, with
railroads declining almost annually in the relative quantity of all
vegetables tramsported (Figure 69). Even in long-distance transporta-

tion truocks are often the major mode of moving fruits and vegetables
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due to the several advantages they offer over rail tramnsport. Probably
the greatest single advantage of the truock over railroads is speed.
Thile a rail oar is waiting for a scheduled movement, or while it is
waiting for transfer in a freight yeard, the truck can be rolling
toward its destination. Truoks often complete trips in from one=-fourth
to one~half the time required by rail and when highly perishable prod-
uots are being shipped a differential of a few hours may mean a great
deal of difference in the condition of the producst upon arrival at its
destination. Trucks also have the advantage of being able to reach
places where there are no railroads and to deposit products at meny
points enroute without undue delay. Trucks may be loaded at the fields
and sent immediately toward their objective where, upon arrival, they
may unload quickly and return to the produsing area for another lead.
As products shipped by rail must usually be moved by truck to a rail
loading area and again by truck to the partiocular destination after
arrival at the general destination, truck transportation often bringa
about oonsiderable savings in loading and unloading expense and damage
to the product in question. In addition, rail rates have very little
flexibility, whereas truck rates vary with the amount of competition
and are somdtimes less expensive than rail rates. Trucks tramsporting
vegetables, unlike other commodities, are exempt from the laws of the
Interstate Commerce Commission, whioch usually presoribes the area over
which a truck may travel. The single advantage of railroads seems to

be the somewhat cheaper rates for hauling vegetables long distances.

Today, however, trucks are everywhere responsible for shipment of from
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66 to 956 per ocent of the vegetables produced and unless the railroads
discover some method for making quick deliveries they should expeot a
further decline in importance.

A much larger portion of the Georgia and South Carolina vege-
table produotion is oconsumed within the producing states than in the
ocage with Florida. Georgia and South Carolina produce for home con=-
sumption throughout most of the growing season and supply small quanti-
ties of vegetables to other southern states, especially Florida, during
the summer months., Several of the major orops produced, such as sweet
potatoes, pole beans, and turnip greens, are raised almost entirely for
consumption in the producing state, or in neighboring southern states.

In the major vegetable producing areas of Florida the costs of
production are so great as to allow the growers to make a profit omly
during the winter months when fresh vegetables will bring premdum
prices. As a result of this, plus the fast that Florida has a trans-
portation disadvantage during the summer, vegetable produotion in that
state is limited almost entirely to times when other areas are not
able to produce, or when Florida has a transportation advantage. In
some instances, vegetables produced in Florida during the summer cannot
ocompete with imported commodities even though they are loocally growm.

Methods of marketing the fruits and vegetables produced in
Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina are as varied as the methods of
production. Marketing of vegetables, however, is considerably more
ocomplicated than marketing of fruits. The only real competition in

fruits is between Georgia and South Carolina peaches. Also, most
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fruits, whether in Georgia, South Carolina, or Florida, are sold through
private packing houses and brokers, whereas vegetables are sold through
a variety of state, private, and cooperative channels.

Concentration markets have been of inoreasing importance in the
assembly of fruits and vegetables from farmers with small aoreages
since about 1926, In Florida, Georgia, end South Carolina these mar-
kets have become of outstanding importance as suppliers of fresh vege-
tables to oity terminal markets, to ochain store warehouses, and the
numerous wholesale and retail outlets in cities, towns, and communities
over much of the eastern United States. Concentration markets are of
little importance in supplying processors, and processing is of little
importance for most produots in the area studied.

Conocentration markets have four prinocipal funotions in the mar-
keting of fruit and vegetable products: (1) the concentration of local
products in suffioient quantities to allow for economical marketing and
shipping; (2) to provide local producers a oash outlet for their prod-
uots; (3) to provide buyers with desired produots in sufficient volume
so as to make their visit to the market worthwhile; and (4) to estabe
lish prices for the loocal products that are bought and sold on the mar-

Kket.1

Many of these markets provide the farmer with packing and grading
servioces, and thereby insure a more unmiform produot for prospeotive

buyers.

1Roger F. Burdette, et al., Farmers! Produce Markets in 213 United
States - Part III, Shipping Point Markets, United States Department of
Agricul ture Marketing Researeh Report Number 17 (Washington, D, Ce.: Pro-
duction and Marketing Administration, May, 1952), p. 165.




186

Most farmers using oonocentration markets are small=volume pro-
ducers that are not able to assemble enough of any one vegetable or
fruit orop to fill a rail oar or a large truock. Since large growers
may be able to harvest enough volume daily to fill one or more rail
oars or large trucks, the concentration facilities are not as important
to them as to the smaller producers. Large growers use the facilities
of the oonocentration markets primarily at the beginning or end of the
harvest season when it may not be possible to harvest a large enough
quantity to pay the cost of operating their own packing and shipping
faocilities. Other large growers use the conocentration markets almost
exolusively.

Many ooncentration markets in all three states are state-owned,
but others are owned by private individuals or ocooperative associatioms.
At times, private packing houses--located at strategic places in the
vegetable areas--gserve as oconcentration points and as selling agencies.
In the cooperative assooiations all farmer members agree to sell their
marketable produots through the cooperative, with profits aocoruing to
the cooperative being returned to the growers at the end of the year in
proportion to individual patronage. The cooperative, through the
acoumulation of a large volume of produce from many small growers, is
usually able to sell for the best available price regardless of the
quantity an individual farmer may have for sale,.

State-owned markets in Florida and Georgia ourrently handle a
large peroentage of total vegetable sales, but few fruits, Aproximately

one~-third of Florida vegetables are sold through the state market



187
system, and probably 90 per ocent of Georgia vegetables. The portion of
South Carolina products moving through state-owned markets is more
difficult to determine, as state facilities are less numerous, often
less well established, and volume reports for the markets less complete.
Including the terminal market in Columbia and the Greenville County
terminal market, however, the state and cowmnty markets are probably
responsible for from 30-50 per cent of all vegetable sales. The
Columbia State Farmers!' Market is so centrally looated and generally
offers such superior opportunities for quick sales at good prices, that
other state markets have found it diffiocult to obtain sufficient volume
to Justify ocontinued operation.

Some frults and vegetables are sold through private buyers and
brokers that have little or no comeotion with established market
facilities. In other instances the merchandise may be shipped toward
the market on a oonsignment basis, to be sold by commission merchants
in the market area for whatever price the partioular produots will
bring. Sinoe this type of selling does not bring the farmer immediate
oash and sinoe the farmer has no control over price to be received, it
is usually avoided if possible.

The relative importance of concentration markets may deocline in
the near future as the small vegetable farmer disappears from the socene.
The ocurrent tendency is for vegetable farms to become larger and larger
and for the number of farmers engaged in producing vegetables to become
smaller and smaller. The grower with only a small aoreage camnot ordi-

narily compete with the highly mechanized and more effioient large
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grower. The large growers, with a greater capitalization, are also
better able to withstand the periodioc losses whioh ooour due to unfa-
vorable weather or unfortunate competitive developments. The vegetable
produoing business has beoome a vicious one, in whioh only the strong
oan survive,

As most of the conocentration markets in the area studied were
established before many of the more modern transportation facilities
beocame readily available, and when state and federal governments were
seeking all possible avenues for the eoonomio improvement of the small
farmer, some of them are located too olose together and in areas of too
1little vegetable produotion. Having too many markets has led to a
greater dispersal of potential buyers, less ocompetitive bidding for the
produots offered for sale, and lower prioes to the producer. Most pro-
duce buyers will go to a market only during the time when the largest
volume of vegetables is available. The next few years will probably
witness the failure of many small, poorly located markets, with only the
better located facilities being able to survive. South Georgia is our-
rently perceiving a relative decline in importance for most of its
markets while a few, suoh as the one at Thomasville, are inoreasing in
signifioanoe.

There also seems to be a trend toward greater market specializa-
tion. Most of the markets studied have shown a deorease in the number
of products handled, with a larger portion of total sales consisting of
one or two produots. Buyers interested in obtaining tomatoes, for

example, will go to those markets offering the largest volume of
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tomatoes for sale, resulting in more competitive bidding and higher
prices to the producer. In addition, markets handling large volumes of
vegetables will probably have better packing, grading and other handling
facilities. The buyyer, on the other hand, is assured of an adequate
supply and less travel expense and delay in searching for the produots
needed. Local producers are also becoming more specialized, growing
those produsts for whioh the better marketing facilities are available.

Terminal markets, in general, are declining in numbers and in
importance as facilities for marketing fruits and vegetables. The
death blow of many terminals has been the phenomenal success of chain
super-markets in supplying housewives with all or nearly all of their
fruits and vegetables. Sinoce the chain stores have their own buyers
for fresh produce in the producing areas, they usually by-pass terminal
facilities. As a result, the ocurrent tendenoy is for terminals to be
replaced by ochain store warehouses. Many small independent stores
still use the terminal markets as a source of supply, but the independ-
ent grocer, like the mule, is becoming a stranger to the American scene.

Some of the larger terminals that have an abundant and varied
supply of fruits and vegetables on hand the year round will continue to
survive and prosper, but those that sell primarily to a single ocity or
a small area, and those that sell only the produocts of local farmers,
are usually finding it diffioult to continue their operations. In many
instances the terminal market represents simply another costly wmload-
ing and reloading area where additional middlemen must add their profits;

thereby, making the produot being sold too costly for competitive buying.
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Terminal and conocentration markets serve mostly different pur-

poses, but are in some ways oclosely relateds Some of the differences

between the two types of markets are as follows:

1.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

Terminal markets are larger and more costly to oonstruct.
Terminal markets operate the year-round, whereas many oon-
centration facilities transact business only during the

geagon of maximum pr;)duot:lon in adjacent areas.

Terminal markets usually have a greater total volume of
sales.

Terminal markets handle a greater variety of products and
receive these produsts from a mush larger area.

Most terminal market purchases and sales are made by perma-
nent dealers, whereas, permanent dealers are not so
important on concentration markets.

Terminal markets are often found in areas of meager fruit
and vegetable production, whereas concentration markets
are located where there is a relatively heavy looal pro-
duotion.

The distribution area for terminal markets is generally
smaller than the area from which supplies are obtained,

but the reverse is usually true of conocentration markets.

The two types of facilities are related in that buyers from the

terminal markets often find it convenient to purchase their supplies

from the ooncentration markets. Also, terminal and ooncentration mare
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kets jointly influence prices of oommodities. Altogether, there are
more differences than relationships between the two market types.

In general, Florida distributes its vegetable production over a
larger area and in greater quantities to more cities tham South
Carolina or Georgia. The much heavier Florida produotion, its advan-
tages for winter growth, and the greater variety of vegetables pro-
duced oontribute to the above faot.

The major distribution area for Florida and South Carolina prod-
uots is to states located to the east of the Appalachian Mountains,
while Georgia sells a larger portion of its produstion to the Middle
West. Very few products from either state are shipped west of the
Mississippi River. New York is the major destination of most out-of-
state shipments from Florida and South Carolina, with New York City
receiving the lion's share. New York does not play such a prominent
role in receiving Georgia produots, which usually have a more even dis-
tribution over the eastern United States. Other Middle Atlantic states
and southern New England obtain major quantities of vegetables from
Florida and South Carolina and also from Georgia.

The geographioc distribution of Florida oitrus fruits has been
changing in the past few years, along with methods of marketing the
orop. While produotion has inoreased enormously, there has been no
oorresponding inorease in the amount of fresh sales since a growing
percentage of' the total produotion is being processed. As a result,
Florida shipments of fresh ocitrus have not kept pace with growing

demands for the produst, and the total distribution area seems to be
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shrinking. Shipments to the northeastern United States have deoreased,
while those to the north oentral and southern regions have :I.noreaaed.z

Florida shipments to the South will probably oontinue to inoreese
as the market in that area expands. However, due to the greater dis=-
tanoe of the north oentral states from Florida, there may be a deorease
in shipments to that area if produoction for fresh sales continues to
deoline.

Methods of marketing Florida oitrus have been changing as truoks
have beoome a more important means of tramnsportation. There has been
an inoreasing tendenoy for oitrus to be sold on the basis of prioe
established at the shipping point rather than at the market. The
numerous small quantity shipments entering into the volume oan be
easily handled by truok.® If the product is to be sold by commission,
however, with prioe being determined wpon arrival at the consuming
areas, the fruit is usually assembled into railroad oarlots for ship-
ment. Selling through auwotion markets in large oities, suoh as New
York, has declined, sinoe most auotions are found at rail terminals on
railroad property and truoks seldom use these facilities. In other
instances when sales are made privately without the aid of brokers, the

reoceivers are often not large emough to assemble fruit in large quanti-

ties.

2\arvin A. Brooker and Kenneth M. Gilbraith, Factors Influenoing
the Method of Transportations Used in Marketing Fresh Florida Citrus,
Florida Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin 6549 (Gainesville:
University of Florida, September, 1964), p. 6.

Stbid., p. 6.
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Georgia and South Carolina are ourrently struggling with eaoh
other, and with other states further north, to maintain and improve the
oonditions of their peach industries. Whether the shif'ts in orchard
location and attempts toward planting earlier maturing varieties will
affeot their relative positions as major suppliers of fresh peaches to
United States and Canadian markets remains to be seen. As of now, there
is no indication that any major changes will ocour in marketing prao-
tices or in the loocation of the market area, Too little information
exists, as'to the marketing area for peaches, to make an intelligent

analysis of the situation.



CHAPTER VII

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE ATLANTA AND COLUMBIA

WHOLESALE PRODUCE TERMINAL MARKETS

Although almost every major southern oity has a terminal market
facility of some degree of importance, the Atlanta and Columbia markets
overshadow all others in volume of fruits and vegetables sold and in
the areal extent of product distribution. Because of the signifioanoe
of these markets as distributing agencies to almost the entire eastern
United States, and beocause they continue to grow in importance in a
time when most terminal markets are faltering, it is deemed fitting
that they be examined in this study.

A great deal of the oredit for the phenomenal growth of these
two markets must be given to their locations. Though found in approxi-
mately the same latitudinal position, Atlanta is some 200 miles west of
Columbia and {8 looated in the Piedmont at the southern end of the
Appalachian Mountains, whereas Columbia is found on the Fall Line,
where the Piedmont ends and the Coastal Plain begins. Columbia is
located near the exaot geographic ocenter of South Carolina and Atlanta
is found in the north central portion of Georgia. Beoause of the dif-
ference in their loocations, Columbia is in a better geographic position
for north-south trade and Atlanta enjoys a gateway situation between
the South and Middle West. Being almost mid-way between New York and
Miami, Columbia serves interregional trade from a north-south stand-

point along the east ooast, whereas Atlanta has beocome an east-west
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interregional market, supplying large quantities of fruits and vegeta-
bles to the Middle West as well as to east coastal loocations.

Neither market is found in an area of large looal vegetable pro-
duotion. Produsts are assembled from points in the southeast, espe-
oially from Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina, and from most other
states in the United States and several foreign countries. Both mar=-
kets keep a nearly complete line of fruits and vegetables on hand at
all times, although their busiest seasons correspond to the times of
heaviest production in Georgia and South Carolina.

There is oonsiderable difference in the size of the cities in
whioh these markets are loocated. Columbia, in 1960 had a population of
86,914, and Atlanta, 331,314. Largely for this reason, only five per
oent or less of the products traded on the Columbia Market are sold
within the oity of Columbia, whereas approximately 20 per ocent of the
volume handled on the Atlanta Market is sold to looal stores.l This is
further evidence of the regional importance of the two markets and an
indication of the reason for their success, for while most terminals
serve only one oity and the normal trade area for that ocity, the
Atlanta and Columbia markets have a much larger trade area than their
parent ocities.

Both markets have access to excellent tramsportation faoilities,
although Atlanta has better facilities and conneotions for produots

moving by rail. Beocause of the barrier aspeot of the Blue Ridge Moun=-

lLetter from Mr. Sam Steele, Market Manager, Atlanta State
Farmers!' Market, Jume 26, 1969.
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tains most east-west railroads in the southern United States have been
oconstruw ted around their southern end, passing through Atlanta, and
resulting in Atlanta having the reputation of being one of the major
rail centers in the United States. Railroads radiate from the oity in
all direotions except northward through the Blue Ridge. Both ocities
are major highway ocenters, with Atlanta having the same relative loca=-
tional advantage as a highway ocenter as for railroads. Columbia has
become a fooal point for highway tramsport, since most major north-
south routes found to the east of the mountains either pass through or
very olose to the oity.

Deapite the reputation of Atlanta as a rail ocenter, by far the
larger percentage of produocts handled on the market is transported by
truck. In 19568 trucks accounted for 86 per cent of all fruit and vege-
table receipts on the market and for approximately 80 per cent of the
product distribution.® A sharp deoline in the importance of rail
transportation is noted since 1945, when 39.5 per cent of the total
volume received was by rail,® Truoks are even more dominant as means
of transporting produots handled on the Columbia Market, for approxi-

mately 90 per ocent of all products are shipped in and out by truck.

2% tlanta Unloads of Fruits and Vegetables - 1958," A Report
Prepared by the Federal-State Market News Service on Fruit and Vegeta-
bles (Forest Park: Georgia State Farmers' Market, March 20, 1959), p. 1.

SWilliam H. Elliott, et al., The Wholesale Markets for Fruits,
Vegetables, Poultry, and Eggs in Atlanta, Georgia (Washington: United
States Department of Agriculiure, Production and Marketing Administra-
tion, August, 1947), p. 3.
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As in other areas where different kinds of faoilities exist for handl-
ing fruits and vegetables, the speed and flexibility of truocks gives
them an advantage over railroads.

Modern facilities for handling, storing, and packing fruits and
vegetables exist on both markets. Both ocoupy relatively new facili=-
ties, with the Columbia Market moving to a completely new location in
1961 and the Atlanta Market in 1968, Facilities for the new Columbia
Market were valued at approximately $1,000,000 in 1961, and the new
facilities on the Atlanta Market cost nearly £10,000,000. The differ-
ence in size of the two markets is not as great as the difference in
oost, for numerous facilities have been constructed on the Columbia
Market since 1951 and costs of oonstruction from 1961 to 1968 have
inoreased enormously.

Permanent wholesale dealers acoount for most of the sales trans-
actions on both markets, although each has facilities available for the
farmer to display and sell his own merchandise. Many farmers, however,
find it more profitable to sell their produsts to one of the permanent
dealers rather than spend considerable time on the market attempting to
dispose of their products to non-permanent buyers. The dealers, on the
other hand, send truocks and buyers to many areas in Georgia, South
Carolina, Florida, and elsewhere, to obtain a constant and adequate
supply of all types of fruits and vegetables.

The new Atlanta Market has nine buildings for permanent dealers,
eaoh 5685 feet long by 100 feet wide, with a total of 510,750 square feet

of enclosed space and covered dock area (Figure 70). Rail facilities
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are available for six of these buildings and all have modern refrigera-
tion facilities, storage space, and offices. Dealers!' buildings total~
ing 1,372 feet in overall length and 96 feet in width are found on the
Columbia Market, with double track rail facilities existing for 810 feet
of the wnits (Figure 71). Storage, refrigeration, and office facili-
ties are oomparable to those on the Atlanta Market., Wide avenues are
found between the dealers buildings, providing adequate space for
trucks to load and unload without interfering with a free flow of traf-
fio.

Farmers! sheds, designed primarily to proteot loads of produce
from the elements, oocupy a oconsiderable space on both markets. These
sheds are open structures, with truck-bed height platforms on which
farmers may display their produce. The Columbia Market has several
sheds of a less permanent nature without the truckebed height platforms,
but all sheds on the Atlanta Market are oconorete struotures meeting the
same specifications. A total of 32 farmers' sheds has been construoted
on the Atlanta Market, offering a oovered dook and loading and wmload-
ing area of 389,120 square feet with 32 truck parking spaces under eaoh
shed. Shéds on the Columbia Market are less numerous and somewhat less
modern, but a total of 11 sheds have been construoted plus the instal-
lation of numerous structures resembling carports, side by side; these
provide some protection from searing summer sun and rain. Wide stree:bs
similar to those that exist between the dealers buildings are also

found between the farmers! sheds. Modern administration buildings,
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FIGURE 72
DRALERS* STORE UNITS, ATLARTA STATE FARMERS' MARKET

FIGURE 73

DEALERS' STORE UNITS, COLUMBIA STATE FARMERS' MARKET
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FIGURE 74

FARMERS' SHED, ATLANTA STATE FARMERS' MARKET

FIGURE 75

FARMERS' SHED, COLUMBIA STATEF FARMERS' MARKET
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eating faocilities, barber shops, and filling stations designed to serv-
ice large trucks are found on both markets.

Products offered for sale on the Atlanta and Columbia markets
originate in nearly all states in the United States and several foreign
ocountries. The Atlanta Market handles a total volume of approximately
$40,000,000 in fruits and vegetables annually, while the Columbia Mare
ket acoounts for sales of over $20,000,000, These produots are distrib-
uted to nearly all of the eastern United States, with the@tlanta Mar-
ket having a larger total distribution area than Columbia.

A great variety of products is available on the markets during
all seasons (Tables XVIII and XXIX). Some products, suoh as water-
melons, cantaloupes, and peaohes, are not available dwring the winter
months, but others, suoh as potatoes, bananas, and cabbage, are to be
found on the markets at all times. Peak volumes ooinoide with peak
regional harvests. Although there are some differenoces in relative
values of different produots handled, generally speaking the same prod-
uots are of major importance on both markets. In 1968, for example,
the ten leading products by value sold on the Atlanta Market were in
order of their importamnce: Irish potatoes, bananas, tomatoes, apples,
onions, lettuce, sweet potatoes, oabbage; lemons, and peaches. During
the same year the ten big items handled by the Columbia Market were:
bananas, Irish potatoes, tomatoes, apples, lettuce, snap beans, water-
melons, cabbage, oranges, and green oorn. Six of the items listed

above are in the top ten products handled by both markets and nearly
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TABLE XXVIII

COLUMBIA STATE FARMERS' MARKET VOLUME REPORT, 1968+%

OUT OF STATE SOUTH CAROLINA
PRODUCT Volume Value Volume ~ Value
Apples 690.6 81,219,181 11.2 8 18,779
Artiochokes 0.4 1,332 0.1 82
Asparagus 0.9 3,760 3.6 8,172
Avooado 6.2 25,584 - -
Bags & Boxes 0.8 1,169 12,7 16,766
Bananas 1,648.3 3,486,818 .- -
Baskets & Hampers 9.7 26,967 61.6 107,829
Beans, L. 38.4 103,262 139.9 218,261
Beans, S. 385,0 770, 389 182,3 247,661
Beets 2,0 3,786 0.9 1,456
Brooooli 1.9 3,738 - -
Cabbage 798.06 730,636 108.7 54,089
Cantaloupes 289,.8 436,642 322,8 231,967
Carrots 76.8 168,222 = o=
Cauliflower 14.8 26,449 - -
Celery 135.6 234,784 - -
Christmas Trees 6.7 46,686 33 13,932
Cooonuts 27.7 45, 666 -- .-
Collards 7.7 18,751 84.3 93,031
Corn 238,0 685,793 66,3 66,232
Cuoumbers 97.2 186,688 71.7 655,486
Eggplant 9.1 19,871 1.6 1,761
Eggs -~ e 1.7 12, 467
Endive 14.4 18,021 - -
Esoarole 8.9 10,692 - -
Grapes 106.3 418,974 4,9 17,8156
Grapefruit 6845 131,756 - -
Honeydews 2.5 9,099 4,9 3,631
Ioe Box Melons 0.7 1,395 36.6 156,922
Lemons 106.2 384,000 L -
Lettuoe 620, 7 1,028,966 0.8 1,435
Mustard Salad 1.5 2,681 33.5 35,487
Okra 33.4 121,107 32,2 67, 302
Onions 415,.9 645,567 0.5 630
Onions, Gr. 5.1 16,292 18.5 63,872
Onion Sets 1.9 10,011 - --
Oranges 282.8 763,520 - .-

Pareley 36 11’ 065 o -




205

TABLE XXVIII (continued)

OUT OF STATE SOUTH CAROLINA
PRODUCT Volume Value Volume Value
Peaches 24,6 $ 35,656 439.8 $376,607
Peanuts 19.1 165,393 9.6 26,126
Pears 15.6 62, 397 3.2 3,410
Peas, F. 60.2 105,246 97.1 94,054
Peas, G. 8.6 20,210 8.0 12’ 709
Peppers 6l1.0 217,278 16,5 23,043
Pineapple 4,6 9,336 - -
Cabbage Plants 8.6 14,942 11.0 18,847
Eggplant Plants 0.1 80 0,7 1,400
Onion Plants 3.3 2,278 3.8 2,663
Pepper Plants 5.6 11,601 2.7 5,609
8. Potato Plants 0.8 1,665 10.4 26,667
Tomato Plants 49,7 71,445 10,7 13, 727
Potatoes, I. 2,152.7 2,340,484 2338.1 98, 669
Potatoes, S. 75.6 128,912 167.5 240,407
Radishes 6.6 13,363 0.3 391
Rutabagas 68,0 90, 319 - .-
Spinach 4.0 6,635 Sel 4,645
Squash 61.7 137,860 45.1 56,219
Strawberries 2.1 8,108 0.2 2,914
Tangerines 32.5 90,536 - -
Tomatoes 977.3 1,664,289 42,1 390, 396
Turnip Roots 363 4,900 0.8 283
Turnip Salad 8.6 9,605 19,5 21,394
Turnips and Tops 37.0 91, 829 21,3 30,654
Watermelons 1,199.0 658,096 1,194.2 241,078
Canned Goods & Miso. 184.4 226,293 13.0 23,799
TOTALS 10,989.9 3,916.6

*Source; Annual Report, Columbia State Farmers' Market, 1958
(Truok volume oonverted to rail ocarlots).
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TABLE XXIX

ATLANTA, GEORGIA, STATE FARMERS' MARKET
VOLUME REPORT, 1968%

COMMODITY UNIT NO. UNITS SOLD GROSS VALUE

Apples Box 839,820 $ 3,210,387.00
Apriocots Box 1,038 6,247.00
Artichokes Box 1,128 6,344.00
Asparagus Crt. 1,680 14,335.00
Avocados Crt. 37,980 123,610.00
Avooados Flat 1,121 2,400.50
Bananas - Lbe 44,765,716 4,189,712.76
Beans, Cranmberry Bu. 658 2,934.00
Beans, Lima Bu. 105,037 340,801.00
Beans, Pole Bu. 175,960 804,866.00
Beans, Snap Bu. 237,454 750,064.00
Beets Bu. 103 375.00
Beets Dz. 6,672 11,059.60
Blackberries crt. 283 1,840.00
Black Walnuts Bu. 6 24.00
Blueberries Crt. 1,620 7,240.00
Brazil Nuts Case 1,290 12,174.00
Brazil Nuts Lb. 600 270,00
Brococoli Crt. 2,417 11,726.00
Brussel Sprouts Drum 938 7,819.00
Cabbage, Chinese Box 275 1,063.00
Cabbage 60# Bag 668, 226 1,099,480.00
Cabbage, Red Bag 2,080 8,346.00
Cabbage, Savoy Crt. 40 160.00
Cabbage=-plants et 52,907 96,191.00
Cantaloupes Bu. 198,677 314,064.50
Cantaloupes Crt. 49,711 43,808.00
Carrots Bu. 14,563 41,205.00
Carrots Crt. 69,866 266,009.00
Cauliflower Crt. 8,625 31,680.00
Celery Crt. 91,863 382, 353.50
Celery-cabbage Crt. 2,137 5,938.00
Cherries Box 426 3,602.00
Chestnuts Keg 430 10,2256.00
Chestnuts Case 637 7,888.00
Chiocken, fryers Lb. 48,863 14,896.00

hens Lb. 602 236.00
Chives Crt. 1,082 2,993.00

Cider Case 11,125 33,637.00
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TABLE XXIX (oontinued)

el ]

COMMODITY UNIT NO. UNITS SOLD GROSS VALUE
Coconuts Bag 17,140 ¢ 81,297.50
Collards Dz. Bunohes 201, 392 427,380.00
Collard=-sprouts Bu. 2,581 3,934.00
Corn, Green Dz. 1,829,806 936,992.00
Corn, Green Crt. 8,828 19,099.00
Cornmeal Bu. 3,164 8,413.50
Cucumbers . Bu. 46,972 211,092,00
Cranberries Ctn. 3,638 17,266.50
Dates, Fresh Case 160 735.00
Dill Bundles 16 36.50
Eggplants Bu. 18,960 62,820.00
Eggplant plants e 120 330.00
Eggs Case 135,671 1,863,408,00
Endive Basket 3,341 5,480.00
Endive Crt. 6,370 17,064.50
Escarole Basket 2,868 4,803.00
Esocarole Crt. 4,721 13,666.00
Flowers Pot 1156 287.50
Garlio Case 439 4,872.50
Garlio Ctn. 85 76.50
Garlio Sack 44 1,002.50
Gourds Bu. 825 3,981.50
Gourds Flat 1560 376.00
Grapefruit Crt. 112,738 303,482.50
Grapes Basgket 790 948,00
Grapes Bu, 66 239,00
Grapes Lug 219,096 991,919.60
Ham Lb. 1,563 1,214.00
Hay Bale 300 300.00
Holly Box 20 100,00
Holly Spray 562 828.00
Honey Case 1,852 15,282.00
Honeydew Melons Crt. 14,074 62,330.00
Kale Bu. 1,161 1,667.00
Kumqua ts 4/5 Bu. 185 1,410.00
Leaf Lettuce Basket 362 1,072.00
Leek Crt. 23 37.00
Lemons Box 264,562 1,061,579.00
Lemon/Lime Juice Ctn. 45 214.00
Lettuce Crt. 493,534 1,707,761.00
Limes Box 1,627 7,207.00

Margarine Lb. 5,000 1,000.00
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TABLE XXIX (oontinued)

el e ———

COMMODITY ONIT NO. UNITS SOLD GROSS VALUE
Mangoes Lug 328 1,067.00
Musoadines Bu. 625 2,152,50
Mushrooms Crt. 264 2,161.00
Nuts, Mixed Case 108 1,074.50
Nuts, Mixed Lb, 3,000 1,230.00
Okra Bu. 70,606 332,161.00
Okra Crt. 207 1,138.50
Onions, Dry 50# Bag 612,374 2,133,248.00
Onions, Green Dez. 116,970 119,350.50
Onion=-plants ™ 27,680 26,902,00
Onion=-plants Crt. 12,960 48,600,00
Onion-sets Bag 8,819 31,660,00
Oranges Bu. 169,791 510,209.00
Oranges Crt. 99,478 381,965.00
Oranges, Temple Box 450 1,762.50
Papayas, Melons Crt. 425 1, 394.00
Parsley Basgket 25 50.00
Parsley Crt. " 6,898 29,871.00
Parsnips Crt. 647 1,863.50
Peaohes Bu. 287,500 945,095.00
Peaohes Flat 5,508 45,406.00
Peanuts Dz. Bunohes 4,260 6,241.00
Peanuts Lb. 1,500,150 345, 700.00
Peanuts 100# 1,661 30,447.50
Pears Box 34,650 194, 689.00
Pears Bu. 21,773 37,220.50
Peas, Field Bu. 169,116 364,872.00
Peas, Green Bu. 7,529 30,449.00
Peas, English (early) Bu. 111 777.50
Peoans Lb. 299, 328 113,083.00
Pepper Bu. 74,071 360, 209.00
Pepper-plants e 11,465 53,970.50
Perisan Melons Crt. 288 1,501.00
Persimmons Crt. 176 1,116.00
Pineapple Crt. 7,289 22,991.50
Plums Crt. 16,929 86,813.00
Pomgranates Box 1,142 5,622.50
Popoorn Bu. 14 69.00
Potatoes, Irish 50# Bag 19,689 48,135.00
Potatoes, Irish 100# Bag 839,627 4,378,228.00
Prunes Box 38 209,00
Pumpkins Bu. 1,141 3,112.00
Pumpkins Eaoh 18,940 10,909.00
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COMMODITY UNIT NO. UNITS SOLD GROSS VALUE
Radishes Dz. 78,501 $ 62,688.00
Radishes Basket 3560 625.00
Radishes Crt. 1,676 9,844.00
Rape Bu. 110 165.00
Rhubarb Box 23 61.00
Romaine Basket 266 495.00
Romaine Bu. 2,519 7,844.00
Romaine Crt. 282 1,967.00
Rutabagas Bu. 75, 349 144,821.00
Satsurmas Box 100 450.00
Souppernongs Bu. 268 1,040.00
Spinach Bu. 8,432 19,190.50
Squesh Bu. 98, 348 350, 768.00
Straw Bale 935 1,102.00
Strawberries Crt. 28,457 243,785.00
Strawberries Flat 15,088 67,196.00
Strawberries, Select Tray 343 3,514.00
Sugar Cane Dz. 7,466 7,249.00
Sweet Potatoes Bu. 371,282 1,565,919.00
Sweet=potato plants ™" 47,658 286,698.50
Syrup, Sorghum Gal. 9,500 30,751.00
Tangelos Box 736 3,324.00
Tangerines 4/5 Bu. 38,400 136,841.00
Tomatoes Bu. 509,977 4,074,994.50
Tomato-plants e 72,594 275,427.00
Turkeys Lb. 18,403 7,319.00
Turnips Dz. Bunches 130,147 307,744.00
Turnips, Cut-off Bu. 2,328 3,865.00
Turnip-salad Bu. 156,080 417,352.00
Walnuts, English Case 290 2,784.00
Walnuts, English Lb. 3,100 1,2565.50
Watermelons Each 2,188, 329 1,002,248.00
Watermelons, Icebox Crt. 710 2,795.50
Miscellaneous sales:

Butter Lb. 6,740 4,463.50
Ainse Crt. 1l 3.50
Cheese Lb. 37,112 15,310.50
Christmas Melons Crt. 107 677.60
Christmas Trees Each 78,438 313,476.00
Baoon Lb. 1,800 900.00
Nectarines Ctn. 2,004 12,151.50
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TABLE XXIX (oontinued)

COMMODITY URIT NO. UNITS SOLD GROSS VALUB
Ponkans Box 140 8 630.00
Salad Mix, Cello-pk. Box 364 962.50
Shrubs, mixed Eaoh 3,763 12,297.00
Mustard Greens Bu. 28,856 50,429.50

TOTAL $39,835,695.75

——————

*Souroe: Georgia State Farmers' Markets (Volume Report, 1958.
Atlantas Georgia Department of Agriculture), pp. 4-7.
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every produot of importance on one market has almost equal relative
importance on the other.

The source of the various produots handled on the two markets
varies with the season, depending on the months of greatest commeroial
fruit and vegetable production in the different states (Figures 76 and
77). From November through May Florida supplies the major share of
produce ocoming to the markets; not inoluding bananas, which arrive from
the Caribbean Islands and Central and South Amerioca. New York ships
large quantities of potatoes to the market during this period and for
several months is the seoond leading source state. From Florida oome
tomatoes, oabbage, beans, celery, green oorn, potatoes, peppers, squash,
oitrus, and other items in large quantities. Grapefruit and oranges
oontinue to be important Florida items on the markets throughout most
of the year.

Georgia and South Carolina vegetables begin appearing in signif-
icant quantities during May, but do not beoome dominant until Jume.
These two states are ordinarily the major sources of vegetables through
Ootober. Generally speaking, major Columbia sales are of South
Carolina produots, while the Atlanta Market handles primarily Georgia
commodities. Major produots originating in Georgia and South Carolina
are watermelons, tomatoes, peaches, beans, oabbage, potatoes, corn,
cantaloupes, and ououmbers.

During August, September, and Ootober, large volumes of vegeta-
bles and apples arrive from New York, New Jersey, Delaware, Virginia,

and Michigan. Among the vegetables supplied by these states are: beans,
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beets, cabbage, cantaloupes, cag'rots, celery, oranberries, lettuoce,
peppers, potatoes, and tomatoes. Washington apples appear on the mar-
kets most of the year, although during June and July shipments are
small. California contributes to the market throughout the year, with
heaviest shipments during the summer and fall months.

An aoccurate picture of the distribution of produots from the
Atlanta and Columbia markets is difficult to obtain, since neither mar-
ket attempts to keep records of outgoing load destinations (Figure 78).
Truckers depart:l.;g from the market prefer to keep their destinations
seocret in order to avoid any chance of competitors discovering the
source of their sale. A survey of product distribution was made by the
Uni ted States Department of Agrioulture; Marketing Research Division,
in the latter 1940's and a map was published indicating the results of
that survey." In addition, a 36 hour survey of produce leaving the
Columbia Market was made in 1952. There is no reason to believe that
the distribution area of the market has changed appreciably since these
surveys.

Most produsts leaving both markets follow a generally northward
direction. The Columbia selling area is limited primarily to Atlantio
Seaboard states, whereas most of Atlanta's sales are to the west of the
Blue Ridge Mountains. Three states=-=North Carolina, South Carolina,

and Virginia=-purchase the major portion of all products distributed

40tto Rauohschwalbe, et al., The Raleigh, N. C. Produce Market
(Washington, D. C.: United STates Department of Agriculture Production
and Marketing Administration, June, 1950), p. 6.
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from the Columbia Market, with North Carolina probably taldng the
largest quantity, South Carolina second, and Virginia 1:115.rd.5 Atlanta
distributes the major portion of its produwsts to Georgia, Tennessee,
South Carolina, North Carolina, Kentuoky, Indiana, Illinois, Ohio, and
Michigan. During watermelon and cantaloupe season the distribution
area for both markets becomes considerably enlarged, with Atlanta
making some shipments to areas west of the Mississippi River, to Wis-
consin, New York, Massachusetts and states in between. The Columbia
Market extends its distribution area primarily northward, to include
New York and Massachusetts, and also as far west as Indiana. During
July, August, September, and October major quantities of vegetables are
shipped southward into Florida.

Thus, is indicated the interregional nature of the Atlanta and
Columbia markets and their outstanding importance in the marketing of
fruits and vegetables. Considering the far reaching trade areas and
wide reputation of the markets, the modern facilities, excellent looca-
tion, well trained men to manage the market operations, and the oon-
tinued wise support of their state governments and farmers, these mar-

kets should be able to continue past records of growth and servioce.

58urvey made by the author in conjunotion with Columbia Market
personnel of all buyers leaving the Columbia Market from 12:01 A. M.,
April 30, 1952, to 12:01 P. M., May 1, 1952, indioated that North
Carolina received 46.8 per ocent of all produce distributed and South
Carolina 32.5 per cent. Another survey condusted by the author on
July 9, 19562 found 35.5 per cent of the produce being sent to North
Carolina, 27.7 per ocent to South Carolina, 14.5 per cent to Virginia,
and the remainder going to Indiana, Ohio, West Virginia, Tennessee, and
Pennsylvania, in that order.



CHAPTER VIII

CONCLUSIONS

The fresh fruit and vegetable industry of the southeastern
United States has been undergoing rapid changes since its development
on a large socale in the latter 1800's, and especially during the past
three or four decades. At present, it seems that the rate of change
will ocertainly not diminish, but may be accelerated due to the ocomstant
stream of new innovations in the fruit and vegetable industry and also
in related aotivities. Geographio, governmental, and eoconomic factors,
plus the great influence of advertising on the American publioc, must
all be recognized as to their various effeots on the future of one of
the nation's greatest, and most important industries.

The housewife, the ultimate consumer of most fruits and vegeta-
bles today, is as much interested in the style of jaokets worn by the
potato, peach, orange, or squash that she purchases as she is in the
fashion of her own clothing. She does her shopping largely in super-
markets, and her buying habits are geared toward appearance and oon-
venience of preparation rather than quality and price. This fact has
encouraged produotion in areas that can produce a better looking vege-
table and where marketing facilities are so organized that the vegeta-
bles ocan be cleaned, packaged, and placed on the supermarket vegetable
ocounter within a few hours after they come from the fields., Areas that
are unable or unwilling to go to the necessary expense and diffioculty

to please the housewife, must inevitably and sometimes disastrously
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face enormous oconsequences., Those fruit and vegetable producers that
are as suocessful in catering to feminine nature and influenoing their
desires as the olothing manufacturers, should enjoy great prosperity,
whereas the less competitive folk may be ruthlessly eliminated.

Produoing areas must oconstantly be vigilant for new and better
varieties of fruits and vegetables, plus new, faster, and more econom-
ical methods of marketing. This probably means more equipment, larger
investments, larger farms, and the failure of old style markets that
attempt to sell goods without the most modern wrappings.

Heavier demands placed on the farmers by consumer preferences,
and the inability of small farmers to compete in a viciously competi-
tive industry, have resulted in a decline in the number of farms, while
the average size farm has been inoreasing. Farmers with small aoreages
and 1little capital are also frequent viotims of the weather, especially
if they depend upon the profits of one orop in order to produce another.
In addition, supplies of labor are more diffioult to obtain and more
expensive than ever before and for many orops only the large farmers,
with sufficient capital to mechanize every possible aspect of producticm,
can survive, Corporation and other types of large scale farming are
certain to advance steadily in the future umless drastic and unexpeoted
changes ocour,

In Georgia and most of South Carolina many farmers produce vege-
tables as a sideline, with their major income being derived from the
produotion of other orops. This type of vegetable farming is ineffi-

oient, and often produces vegetables of poor quality. Knowledge of
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modern methods of grading, paoking, and marketing are frequently
unknown., It is reasonable to assume that "sideline" vegetable produo-
tion will be largely discontinued, as Georgia and South Carolina
farmers find themselves less able to compete with vegetables from other
areas and from soientific farmers in their own states.

As it becomes more and more necessary to praotioe soientific
farming, the tendenocy toward specialization is also inoreasing., Farm-
ers normally oannot amass the necessary amount of information or equip-
ment to properly produce and remain well-informed about a large number
of orops, just as markets oamnot ordinarily provide modern equipment
for properly processing a number of different vegetables for fresh ship-
ment. Therefore, specialization in production and marketing should be
further emphasized in the future.

Fruit producing areas as well as vegetable regions are trending
toward larger farms, more soientifiec farming, and greater preparation
of the fruit for marketing. Florida oitrus orchards are ooming
inoreasingly under the domination of the oitrus processing plants,
sinoe the fresh fruit industry oocupies a constantly reduced role.
With the relative deoline in fresh fruit sales a larger portion of the
oitrus orop is being devoted to those types of oitrus that are best for
processing.

The peaoh orchards of Georgia and South Carolina are moving away
from the older Piedmont producing areas toward the Fall Line and the
Coastal Plain in an effort to get their products on the market prior to

early maturing varieties further north. Today's emphasis is on reaohing

the consumer first with the best looking product available.
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In marketing speed is paramount, and, as a result, truoks should
inorease their already dominant position in hauling fruits and vegeta-
bles to consumers. Rates are of secondary importance to speed in the
transporting of most fruits and vegetables and unless the railroads
find some method of deoreasing time of vegetables in tramsit from pro-
duoing areas to markets, their future in this industry would appear
wpromising. The new highway systems now being construoted to all
parts of the United States should allow trucks to deliver goods at an
even faster paoe. There is a possibility that trucketrains, whereby
truok trailers are hauled on railroad freight oars, will aid the rail-
roads in more rapid marketing, This type of tramsportation is still in
the experimental stage, however, and is practically untried in moving
fruits and vegetables.

Many fruit and vegetable conoentration markets in the area
studied are without the most modern packaging, cooling, and storage
facilities. Furthermore, in south Georgia, and possibly in parts of
South Carolina and Florida, these markets are too olosely spaced., Some
private markets will fail and unless the state governments are willing
to pay for losses sustained by closely spaced state markets some of
these faoilities will also have to be eliminatede It is the oonsensus
of several market managers that state markets should not be spaced
oloser than 100 miles. Any farmer, then, would be able to reach a
market in from one to two hours time. With less numerous facilities
more buyers ocould be brought to each market, resulting in more oompeti-

tive bidding for produots and, in all probability, higher prices to the
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producer. The inoreased volume of products handled by each market
would allow these faoilities to obtain more modern equipment for handl-
ing and packaging, and more adequate standards of sanitation and quality
oould be enforoed.

Terminal markets in most oities should decline in importance and
some may disappear during the next few years. Chain supermarkets buy
most of their fruit and vegetable supplies from concentration markets
or growers, acquiring only small quantities from terminals. The
Atlanta Market, and to a much lesser extent the Columbia Market, sell
to some chain organiszations, but this sales outlet should slowly
deorease in Atlanta as it has in Columbia, Even independent grooers
are often pooling their purchasing power (sometimes through large
wholesale distributors) and by-passing the terminals in favor of con-
ocentration markets and direot purchases from growers. In many
instances terminals are today oonsidered as umnecessary and expensive
middlemen in the marketing of fruits and vegetables. Additional handl-
ing of produce on terminal facilities, and the deterioration in quality
oaused by the resulting delays in being able to place the products
before the public, are problems that terminals must overocome. The
funotion of terminals as places for farmers to display and sell their
own produots is rapidly becoming a part of the past, as well as the
praoctice of housewives visiting terminals to purchase supplies for the
home. Some terminal market dealers are ourrently purchasing large
quantities of their produce direotly from growers in meny different

areas at all times during the year, and this practice, if expanded, may
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effect a partial solution to the ills of terminal facilities. Other
terminals that depend only upon loocally produced fruits and vegetables,
failing to import out-of-season products from other states, are doomed
to positions of minor importance or outright failure,

Currently, state-owned oconcentration and terminal markets are of
oconsiderable importance in marketing vegetables, but not fruits. State
markets are of greatest importance in Georgia, reflecting the faot that
most Georgia vegetables are produced on small farms. In Florida, state
markets have been holding their own from the standpoint of volume of
produce handled, but are declining in relative importance when compared
to the expansion of the vegetable industry in the state. This ciroum-
stance has developed as a result of the declining influence of small
farmers in the produotion of Florida vegetables. Due to the central
location of the Columbia Market in South Carolina, other state-owmed
oconcentration facilities have usvally developed only as specialty mar-
kets to handle one or two commodities. Even these markets may find it 7
diffioult to oontinue operations, however, for a large percentage of
South Carolina vegetable farmers ocan reach Columbia in from one to two
hours, where they will generally find a larger number of buyers for
their produotse. —/

The distribution area for vegetables produced in Florida, Georgis,
and South Carolina appears to be relatively stable, although it changes
from time to time as a result of orop failures in this or other pro-

ducing regions. Florida, apparently, has the best opportunity for

expanding its market area, if agriculturalists are able to develop
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strains of vegetables that are superior in quality but lower in prioe
than the same vegetables from other seotions, especially Califormia.
Beyond this, vegetables suoh as butter beans and pole beans, that oan
be sold ocurrently only in the South, may be introduced to consumers in
other portions of the oowntry. Vegetable growers, marketing agencies,
and state and looal governments are becoming inoreasingly aware of the
possibilities of advertising and demonstrating the use of these prod-
uots as a means of expanding their market areas.

Frozen foods industries have beoome inoreasingly important in
supplying vegetables to housewives in recent years. Convenience of
preparation is an excellent advertising point, as may be observed from
the virtual elimination of the production of lima beans for sale on the
fresh market. Southern vegetable growers are fearful that the same
development may ocour with other vegetables, especially since many vege-
tables produced in the South are not suitable for the fresh frozen mar-
ket and since it would be possible for frozen food companies to make
purchases from any part of the oowntry at any time during the year for
supplying winter and early spring demands. For this reason, elaborate
advertising programs are being prepared to persuade housewives as to
the advantages of purchasing fresh, unfrozen vegetables. Research into
plant varieties has also been expanded so that, in the event the adver-
tising program fails, vegetables may be grown that are suitable for
canning and freezing. Certain bulky vegetables, suoh as cabbage and

oelery, have not proved suitable for the fresh-frozen industry, and
should ocontinue in their importance on the fresh market for the immedi-

ate future,
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In oontrast to the vegetable industries of the state, Florida
oitrus has found its prinocipal market to be more and more the frozen
ooncentrate companies. As a result, the distribution area for Florida
oitrus is changing, this being espeocially true for oranges. The rela-
tive decline in fresh oitrus sales may mean that in the near future
Florida oranges will dominate those from other sections only in the
South, although Florida will probably continue to supply the major
portion of the nation's grapefruit and domestic lime production.

Georgia and South Carolina should be able to maintain their
distribution area for peaches, New methods of marketing and packaging
are oonstantly being introduced and recent experiments with air trans-
portation to northern markets give indication that steps are being
taken to assure the arrival of the perishablg peach to oconsumers in a
fresh condition.

The future of the fruit and vegetable industry in Florida,
Georgia, and South Carolina, as a whole, appears to be excellent. As
long as the national population ocontinues to inorease, urban areas
sustain their present growth, real inocomes are perpetuated at current
levels or are allowed to rise, and the producing areas unceasingly
strive to surmount the great problems that face them, there should be
room for periodic expansion in production. After witnessing the
hazards of weather, price, competition, and other discomfiting aspects
of the industry, however, one is led inescapably to the oconclusion that
it is much better to be writing about the production and marketing of

fresh fruits and vegetables than to be actively engaged in the business.
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