ECOMNZTOR

Make Your Publications Visible.

How, R. Brian

Working Paper

A Service of

ﬂ I I I Leibniz-Informationszentrum
° Wirtschaft
o B Leibniz Information Centre
h for Economics

Direct Marketing of Fresh Produce in New York:
Testimony at Public Hearing on Farm and Food
Policy New York State Assembly Task Force

Staff Paper, No. SP 76-08

Provided in Cooperation with:

Charles H. Dyson School of Applied Economics and Management, Cornell University

Suggested Citation: How, R. Brian (1976) : Direct Marketing of Fresh Produce in New York:
Testimony at Public Hearing on Farm and Food Policy New York State Assembly Task Force,
Staff Paper, No. SP 76-08, Cornell University, Charles H. Dyson School of Applied Economics

and Management, Ithaca, NY,
https://doi.org/10.22004/ag.econ.184786

This Version is available at:
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/276464

Standard-Nutzungsbedingungen:

Die Dokumente auf EconStor dirfen zu eigenen wissenschaftlichen
Zwecken und zum Privatgebrauch gespeichert und kopiert werden.

Sie durfen die Dokumente nicht fur 6ffentliche oder kommerzielle
Zwecke vervielfaltigen, 6ffentlich ausstellen, éffentlich zuganglich
machen, vertreiben oder anderweitig nutzen.

Sofern die Verfasser die Dokumente unter Open-Content-Lizenzen
(insbesondere CC-Lizenzen) zur Verfigung gestellt haben sollten,
gelten abweichend von diesen Nutzungsbedingungen die in der dort
genannten Lizenz gewahrten Nutzungsrechte.

WWW.ECONSTOR.EU

Terms of use:

Documents in EconStor may be saved and copied for your
personal and scholarly purposes.

You are not to copy documents for public or commercial
purposes, to exhibit the documents publicly, to make them
publicly available on the internet, or to distribute or otherwise
use the documents in public.

If the documents have been made available under an Open
Content Licence (especially Creative Commons Licences), you
may exercise further usage rights as specified in the indicated
licence.

Mitglied der

Leibniz-Gemeinschaft ;


https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.zbw.eu/
http://www.zbw.eu/
https://doi.org/10.22004/ag.econ.184786%0A
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/276464
https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.leibniz-gemeinschaft.de/

CORNELL
AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS
STAFF PAPER

DIRECT MARKETING OF FRESH PRODUCE IN NEW YORK
Testimony at Public Hearing cn Farm and Food Policy
Hew York State Assewbly Task Force
vy

B. Briin How

Februsry 1976 : ' 768,

Department of Agricultural Economics
- Cornell University Agricultural Experiment Station
New York State College of Agriculture and Life Sciences

A Statvtory College of the State University
Cornell University, lthaca, New York, 14853




DIRECT MARKETING OF FRESH FRODUCE IN REW YORK

Testimony at Public Heariong on Farm and Food Poliey
New York State Assembly Task PForce
Syracuse, New York, February 5, 1976

My name is Brian How and I am s Professor of Agricultural Economics
in the College of Agricultuve and Life Sclences st Cdrnell Unfversity, I
have been tesching end doing research and extension on farm management and i
- marketing of fruits and vegetables in Hew York for about 20 yeérs. I would
like to testify in support of proposals to Improve the direct sales of fresh
produce from farmers to consumers, including if feasible the ésta‘blisknnent
of farmers® markets at Thrgway service areas, The results of such efforts
cannot be predicted with certainty, but if sueceasful could greatly benefit
Kew York producers and consumers,

There has been a considerable upsurge in interest in direct farm to
consumey markgting in recent years., Three main channels are belng used.
These are farmers’ markets, roadside markets, and pickeyour-own operations,
A related method, although involving some intermediate market;ng Tirme,
iz the conéumer food buying ccoperati?e. Gleaning may be considered ancther
form of direct distribuﬁionuwhere in some aress growers have allowed elderly
or low income people to pick over Tields alﬁeady commarcially harvested.

In 1974 Pﬁilip Minges of the Department of Vegetable Crops at Cormell
made a survey of roadside warkets and U-pick operatiﬁga in Hew York{(l). He
located & total of 847 commercial rosdside markets, 1,553 small markets, and
335 U~pick operations, some associated with roadside markets. Minges
estinated total gross sales for these enterprises at $33-$3% million chnuslly.
Esrlier studies indicated g substential growth in the number of markets in

the previcus 10 years, but esnecially between 1964 and 1969. Observation
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wonld suggest thﬁt growefs offering pick-your-own opportunities are alsc
1ncreasing in number and volume of businesa annually.

A study of the vegetadble industry in the Capital District of New York
in 19?& found that of 100 commercial vegetable growers in the area 21 sold
vegetables eatirely at reﬁail, 46 sold part st retall and part at wholesale,
with the reﬁainder marketing entirely at wholesale in most caszes through
the Menands Market {2). Some vegetable gfowers ﬁade wholesale sales to other
.grouefs vho opersted roadside markets. | |

Farmers® markets were comﬁgnplace in upstate communities many years &g0,
but 81l except a feﬁ in lerger cities ceased operation by sbout World War 11,
‘There has been a revival of interest in the lest few years. Richard Pease
of Cooperative Extension obtained information from 30 New York farmers®
markets last fall (3). He found that 18 of the 30 had begun business within
the previous two years. There were aboul 60 farmers' markets in New York in
1975 where fruits and vegetables were sold at retail ss well as, in some
cases, at wholesale.

We know that & number of consuner food buying cocperatives have organized
in recent yesrs inm urban communities tut not how many. Members Join for
various ressons, but mainly to cbtain fresh produce at lover cost {4}, The
cooperative performs the retailing function, with members contributing time
and energy as well as money to obtain this service,

" Whether inoterest in.direct marketing will continue to increase in the
future or will subside when ecopomic conditions improve is uncertain. There
sre strong indications, however, that growers snd consumers will continue to
éxplore an& support new marketing channels fof produce. Perishable produce,
especialiy from New York, is not adapted tc mass merchanﬁising through self-
service supgrmarkets éither from the standpoint Qf cost or guality maintenahce.

Yst consumers are displaying an interest in obtaining gocd guality produce
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at”feasénable prices,; and New York growers are in good position to £ill this
. need.

Supermarket merchandising requires mass displays oflunirorm items
preferably of consistent quality throughout. the year. Consumer packgges of
radishes or individually wrapped heads of lettuce can only be obtained con-
tinucusly over ldng pericds of time fron statés with long growing seasons
guch as Florids, Arizona, or California., Produce buyers often find 1t
necessary to meintain purchases from these areas even when locsl supplies of
excellent quality are available.

Supermarket costs of operation are high, especially for marketing fresh
produce, The large number of 1tems,.many g0ld in relatively small volume,
result in high costs of preparation end handling per unit. A few years ago
New York Cooperstive Extension working with the Department of Agriculture and
Markets and the U.S, Department of Agriculture made & concerted effort to help
upstate supermarket operators to reduce costs of produce handling, and improve
quality. Industrial engineering methods were applied to trimming, grading, and
packaging operations in the store backrcom sreas. Some reduction in labor
costs wes schieved, but the program was not successful in preventing increases
in retailing wmarginz.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture reported recently that lettuce sold
nationwide last fall for an aversge retail price of L0 cents per head returned
grovers about 1h cents each, or one~third the retail value (5). The margin
covers the costs of trimming, packaging, transportation, storage, vholessling,
end retailing. The retail margin generally represents the lergest share.

The U.S5.D.A. also had reported that during 1972 California iceburg leituce
gold in New York City for an average retsil price of 37.7 cents per ﬁead (6).

O0f this the wholesale and retail margin amounted to 55 percent, transportetion
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charges to 18 percent, harvesting and packing costs 15 percent, while the
grower received 12 percent or an average of 4.5 cents per head of lettuce in
the field,

New York growers are generally in a better competitive position with
respect to storesble commodlties such as spples, potatoes, and onions than
they are with perishable crops such #s letiuce, tomstoes, or grapes. Even so,
the retail margins on storeabie commodities delivered to retall stores élready
sorted, graded, washed, and bagged are still relatively wide. Local potato
grovers frequently report that packeges of potatoes they deliveréd direct to
reteil superm@rkets gre offered for sale to customers at twice or more the
@iicé that they were paid. This doés.not imply thet store coperators are
meking exhorbltant profits on potatoes; since they claim that operating
costs Justify such margins,

. Not every HNew York farmer has the opporiunity to sell directly to con-
sumers, but many of those that do apparently find this financially satisfying.
A study of marketing channels and merketing costs for wegtern New York apples.
_in 197k found that only e small proportion of the total crop was gold direct
to consumers through U-pick or roadside merkets (7). The bulk of the crop
wﬁs sold to processors or through brokers for fresh use., DBul on trae r&tufns
per bushel, net of harvesting end marketing costs? were highest for the road-
gide and U~plck sales. The large crop of 1975 stimulated interest iﬁ direct
sales, and the proportion of the ¢rop sold this way probably incressed sube
stantially over the previous year.

Interest in direct marketing appeers to be generated even more by
consumers searching for better sources of supply than it does from growers
geeking better markets. Customers of roadside markets offer a number of
reasons why they prefer to purchase freéh vroduce this way {8}, There is

groving evidence that many consumers today enjoy sating fresh nroduce, and



recognize the nutritional qualities of fresh fruits and vegetables {9). A
recent U.S.D.A. study fourd that homemskers who understoed and appreciated the
nutritive content, number of uses, and texture and flavor of fresh vegetables
were generally younger, bad higher educational level, resided in householdé
wiﬁh higher incomes, and more frequently resided in households with children
than did typical homemskers in the survey {10). Thie bodes well for fhe
future. |

Consumers livipg in or near major production sreas for fruits and
vegetables ia Kew York, such es the Hudson Valley and Western New York have
fairly good opportunities now to purchase fresh produce‘directly from.growarsw
This m#rket will probably continue to expand even without special effort by
public educational and service agencies. What is needed, it seems to me,.is
to develop vays of providing consumers passing through these production areas
or living et e distance with fresh produce more directly. Farmers® markets
at Thruway service sreas could provide consumers elther tfavelling long
distances or on their way to or from vecation with a chance to sbock up on
- local fresh fruits and vegetables. An exploration‘this coming season might
provide information on which to decide whether to expand into other areasg
next year or try other means.

A& furtber challenge will be £o develop methods of supplying New York
City consumers more directly with fresh produce without unwarranted disruption
of present distribution channels, Wé peed something equivalent to the old
Washington Street warket push cart system suitable to today’s gtandards of
heslth and envirommental protection. This will take the combined knowledge
of those familisr with the City and those with some background in produce
merketing and Nev York agriculture and cannot be settled here.

Thank you for this cpportunity.
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