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COST OF PRODUCING PEACHES IN WASHINGTON COUNTY
AND BOX ELDER~WEBER AREA, 19L7

INTRODUQTION

Peach production in Utsh is an important enterprise. In 1946 the
" arep of m:a,' bushels was valued at §1,085,000, which was apﬁroxima%e‘ly
one pereent of the value of all agricultural commodities grown in the
state 1/, The estimated average anmual production over the wmmr , o
persod, 1936 to 1945, was 636,000 bushels. About 95 percent of the peach
trees are located in Washington County aud clong the Wesatoh Fyemh in
Utah, Salt Lake, Davis, Weber, and Box Blder counties. Saail#aam“famuy
type units characterise the produstion of pasches in t?tah. “The 5,07 |
fmra who reported growing peach trees in 1% ha& an amage of 146
mmmrzmgh , |

In the state, peach production is samnwmﬁ on well-drained open
soils which require frequent irrigation. The usual -wmﬁw is to disk

. several times during the prowing season, Some operatobs leave the ground
b«eéween'me trees bare during the winter months, while éﬁh@m\ prefes to

" leave an undergrowth of clover, grass, or weeds, The enterprise is most
successful if located where air mmnta‘pramet the amhm-dafmslgmw,
spring frosts. 'In Utsh the freestone varieties predominate, The Barly
and Late Elbertas are mest comaon, followed by J. He Hale, Late Grawford,
‘Heath Uling, Rochester, Greensbore and other less papui.ar varieties 3/,
'%Man anilser and !inlhez*m were a&w mm

A gmm agg? Hwkataa Bureau of Agrs Ewm. Ue Ss Do & Vol, 21223
o E any
mmm%m Prices. DBureau of Agr. Boones Te S« Do As g. 17,
Qet. 29, 19L7. The estimated 14T pmﬁaat;m is 933,000 bushels;
mmgaprﬁmiam. pawbushel- S

m@l’hﬁ!’ﬁl 5%&1&5.5%1.@31 Ue 3¢ Do A¢ 19352546

Wilson, &« L. and Stark, A L. The fruit tree situstion in Utah,
Utah Agrs Exp. Sta. mﬂ,‘ 279. pe 11 1936,

Q’;*Q




’ Canning i‘a.eﬁ&ﬁas provide amkat for a small portion of the peach
orop, but most of them must be marketed fresh by peddling and at roadside
~ stands or shipped out of the state through marketing associations and
hmkam‘ ‘

m metmiw nature of agriculture mkea i’k« wwssm for succosse
' fnl famrs to a‘h%m;:ﬁ 6 keep costs at a minimum. ?mwm hﬁ.@ production
| &est.s and the mmm af lmar pﬂm for fam pradm%a in the futum
male this p’mnlmm v:i.tamy impomt to Uiah peach grmm m ’w f;mm
in ganerals

‘ | The purposes of fﬁis study are (1) to determine the xmitrgwt of
. produsing peaches in Uiah and the items comprising the costs, and (2) to
mmr what metheds of production are amsamma with success in the
wwh mmw '
o REVIEW OF umm
ntil the msm@ time there has not been a major peach production

cost study conducted in Utah; However, there have been ptudies made in
other areas but with w_m:rmw objestivess In western New mﬁ{ & cost
study of pe@h mduamn was made in 1935 with major emphasis on ylelds,
Jlabor requirements, and marketing practices 4/, Yields averaged 120 bushels
per acre, with the Elberta variety accounting for 96 percent of the crops |
The lsbor requirements for this avea show that man lebor comprised k2.
percent of the total cost of productions ».m average of 1O haars of borse "
lém was used per acre. A review of marketing m’@hods indimtes that |
92 parmt of the hamat was graded ‘befara salm '

‘ y Ee w Hmmll Fo 'ﬁm peach mﬁemise in western Hew ‘E@rk.
@omll e Agry Eﬁpo 3“'&&9 Bﬂlﬂ ?lﬁs- Jan. 19360
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r&sﬁaﬁy in Arkansas made during 1925, which compered the peach
erprise between two counties, aaphasized costs of production and net
ngs This study shows that the per bushel coste before packing wers
' Highland area, and 59 cemts in the Ozark Foothill District 5/.
ﬁaﬁmmapw aere varied from $110 in the former Mam%a in the
htwr. ' ‘
 in enalysis made in Galifornie in 1926 wes primarily concer
peaghes after they left the farms. It was indicated that L8.7 percent
were canned, Ll.2 percent were dried, and 10.1 percent shipped fresh ﬁ/qp
A study of selected orchards in Stanislaus Gounty, California on the cost
. noing peaches shows that production costs were §319 per acre, with
dg averaging LBT bushels 7/s
dn analyeis of the cost of producing peaches in South Carolina was
in 1927 §/» The sverage peach enterprise émhaimﬂ 718 acres of
ing orchard with mumm' yields ranging from 140 to 355 bushels per
acre.  Han Ww including au operations exeept hamasm vm-mﬂ from
6749 lew to &l&;&hom per acre. Approximately 7L percent of the peach
trees were Elbertas, 15 percent were Georgla Belles, and dbout 14 percent
were other varietiess Irrigation was not necessary as a culiural practice
due to sufficient quantity and favorable dismhuﬁén of rainfall.
&n average size of 51.8 acres of peach trees per enterprise with '

afialdg of 792 bushels per asre was reported by a sbudy made in Arkansas
that %ad the marketing a.speuta of the p@mh enterprice as its objeetive J

ned w&@

ey O Os Froduction costs and merket disteibution of Avkansas
' aArk, EKP* Stas Bule 207, June 19@5

llman, He Bs Series on California crops and pricess peaches. The
lollege of Agres Une of California Civcular le 4pril 1926, -

S

densen, Ward Cs Economies of producing and Wketing South Garolina
maﬁhe;. S0, Gérolina Agr. Expe Stas Bule 239,  Jums 1927,

. White, John. W, am Osgood, Otis Ts Peach marketing praem in the
Bashvi kes.. r{%m%mwmt of Avkansas in 1940. Ark. m@m Sta.

Bul.




5

It' was diseovered that in pmpar&ng t&w peaches for saile, 36 to 63
. ‘ewmm graded and brushed thesr gruit, 2k graded but did not brush,
and one operator did neither. Trucks trmpm-m 72-1 p@rmt of the

ipmants, 25.5 percent weve shippad ‘on mimm, and 2.k peraent were
shipped other ways. '

The findings from the peach préduetion and mk%iug cost stodiés
reviewed indicate that their objestives vary and that conditions found
in these areas are different from conditions in Utahs

This state differs from other peach producing areas as to size of
orchards, eultural practices, ylelds, distance from markets, and ‘bm
' md method of marketinge The results and recommendations from these |
studies are limited in their application to conditions in Utsh, md
should only be used to acquaint looal peach producers with the nature
of the enterprise and the way it is handled mtaide the state,

SOURCE OF DATA AND METHOD OF PROCEDURE
The data used in this study were obtained from 55 peach growers
" for the crop yesr 1947 Iwenty-seven records were cotained from peach
producsers in the commnities emﬁ‘ Hurricane, Tocquerville, Leeds, La Té’x’km,
and Banta Clara in Washington Gounty, The remaining twenty-eight records
" were cbtained in the commmities of North Ogden, Pleasant View, and Roy
in Weber County; and from Willard, Perry, and Brigham City in Box Blder
County. These l@eéli‘biaa were chopen because they represent areas of
- pswh concentration in the state. The mmbm' of records teken in each
area mwpmda a:t.waly o their mlaﬁiw mﬂam in peach produation.
- Because of tmix proximity, the récords in Bax Eléar and Weber «sauames
wemamﬁzad together and the results will’he presented as being from
the Box Elder-Weber area. A complete analysis was made of Waahihgton
County and the Box Elder-Veber area combined.
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The sample included Bﬁ,lﬁb trees which was equal to spproximately

»yl.h W@éﬂt of all peach trees reported in the 19245 Gensus of Agriculture

Por these two areass The S5 peach praﬂmW$ contacted vomprised approxie

mately § percent of the total number in the areas under. considerations

The average numbey of trees per farm in the sample was 603, compared with

2h0 for all farms growing pesaches. The sample includes a large enough

~ portion of the orchards and trees % be statistieally smnﬁg howswer, the
. mumber of trees per farm is considersbly larger than the average reported

by the 1945 Census of Agricultures The reasons for excluding the smallest

gized farms in the study are explained below, While the results of this:

 study would be reasonsbly spplicable to orchards of the size surveyed,

g the results may or may not hnlé for orchards of emaller size. A

| The. infema%ian was eb»ﬁa&m& by means of a personal contact nith each

| producer hﬁr the author and his assmiatem It was recorded on special

-' my w&mmM &asigmd t0 assist in marmg information on the size

d eomposition of the farm, cost data, grmatim itens, mm;m, ‘
mmaml W&@%@&ﬂ mmng wm: the peach enterprise, and other mla%d »
data 10/ The information thus recovded was that reported by the
\ producers. Wp% aﬁﬂ gome cost items were ¢hecked wit-h mwm from |

| the farmers marketing ﬁrgmmwim. | | e
Producers from whom emmerators obtained records were aem;me& as
o found in an orma-wgma tour of hha sample areas. The mlmti@n

: of amhm*da, however, was ma%riem& to %tw pméwars with entexprisen

| mmiatmg of 85 or morve bearing trees. ﬁm decision %o apply this
mi’bﬁtm was motivated by a desire o eliminate s&bsismm& or baakyard
fruit lote. The job of obtaining records began sbout September 1, 1947
end ended November 1, 1947, A twelve-month period was covered, :h'om the
end of t&:&e‘ marketing period in the £all of 1946 to the end of this same

10/ Appendix X

TEPERBSY ey

T
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*period in 1947, After the records were taken and checked, the information
on them was classified, summarised, and recorded on charts to facilitate
use of the data in describing and analyzing thé peach enterprise in Utah.

METHOD OF PRESENTATION
- :
The report that follows is presented in four divisionss (1) Descrip-
N tion of the farus and peach orchards in the sample areas, which includes

a disousaion of methods of culture, Soil management practices, lmbw |

pequirements, and other data and infarmﬂm concerning the peach enters e
prise; (2) &mlysia of cost itens wiam a breakdown end summary of costs

" on the farms included in the study; (3) Receipts and net returns which
1mmam an mlamtim of the awp@mtiw of and 8 smw of reeeip%a and
"‘ net returns, and the various mthoés ‘by which f‘m“apamms dispogsed of
‘their oropy and (L) Analysis of Factors affecting production costs and
"'mwm,@f the peach enterprise, which onsists of an analysis and an

., -explapation of the more important relationships found after working over
thm datas This includes such factors as sise of the farmay sﬁ.za‘nf‘iﬁm

" peach entétpri&aa, mﬂmdm‘ sale, i’aetegs associated with least cost
}mﬁaomm, and factora mlwwé tfm highest profits. These ape some of

j . the most inportant fm%m with m‘&iﬁh m Mﬁdm peach gmww m |

.‘;}analyze and compare his om extaryrise,

Dﬂsﬁﬁiﬁm OF Tﬁﬁ PARES AND QR@W smm
T Ammwﬁmmmma%aimﬂfmwwhpmﬁmwmmwat
af pmmng peaches for 1947 in three mmuwp Of this numbey, 27 wore
obtained in Washington County and 28 in the Box Mw area (table 1).
The capital investuent of the farms, including the value of the fam dwelling,
averaged $22,542, Total seres of farmland ranged from 2.5 to 553.5 ‘acres
with an over~all average of I1.9 acres. The acreage of all fruitland
including peaches aveiawi 11,3 acres per farm. ghmt, half the total fruit

S




' aoreage of the farms in these arveas consisted of peaches, which indicates
the relabive importance of the peach enterprise to all fruit.

Table 1. Fhysical Description of Farms Surveyed
in Washington County and Box Elder-Weber Area, 1947

Items |  Gounty firea . Total

Yoo farms 27 s s
Gapital value per famm 16,752 28,125 22,502
: ;‘Ebta} acres per farm 2844 : 5hs8 O S
Acres fruit per farm 8.2 ' 143 B
- Acves peaches per farm | L8 5.7 548

| ‘ The peach orchards wvarled in size from 1.5 to 37 acres, with an
average of 5.8 acres (table 2), Forty-two or 76 percent of the operators
had less than six acres of peachess This heavy concentration arcund the
amall units indicates the family type nature of the peach business in Utah,
The mumber of bearing trees per acre on all farms averaged 106
(table 3). The range in productior was 42 to 512 bushels per acre with an
average of 190 bushels pey acre and 1.9 bushels per bearing tree.




Table 2« Deseription of Peach Omharﬁis Btudied
&u W%bingm ﬁmmty and Box Blder-Weber &ma, 9hL7

Ttem Total-
‘Nou orohards 21 8 s
Acres peaches per farm be8 6.7 Sed
Gapttal investment in peaches | | C
~ per farm 3760 54166 o bylke
. ‘Capital investment in peaches -
o per acre ' 783 : mn 4 -
‘Bearing peach irees per acre 88 Coonr 106
Average bushel peaches per asgre w9 197 190
Mamga bushel peaches per '
hm—wim tree 2ol LT L

Trees were nlaaaime& by vmety with Elfiwrﬁaa m ‘one. elasa, and a;u

© " other varieties, imlmeiing Hale, Late ﬁrmimi, Heath Oling, Rushww,

 Golden Jumma. in the other. The ym.éi per acre of the El'harw wag 197
bushelsy the combined average yield of all other varieties was 159 bushels
- per asre. It iz possible that higher ylelds have some influence on the
populavity of the Elberta varieties. X&x the entire study there weve
318.3 acres of peach treesy 25L.5 acres or 80 percent of them were Eltmvt«aa,
| . and 63.8 ar 20 percent were other varieties (table 3).

. vement practices wemsas followss most operators made
from 12 to 18 epplications of irrigation water throughout the seasonj one

_;é:a wmore applications of commercial fertilizers or msnure were usually
applied, The majority of the operetors reported they wers following a

" progran of replacing the diseashd md Wm-tmt trees with young stock; the
“usual practice in Washington County was to leave an undamowhh in the

- orchard for winter and early springprotection, but the aperatora ia the .
Box Eldawebar area disked the undergrowth in the fall.
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Table 3. Variety of Peaches Grown on Farms Studied
in Washington County and Brm mawsber &rsa, 1947

- - 1’9 8 =
Variety acres waaiws, ia'eas Tield

» acres  acres mﬁb@r T Pusheis
. Washington 101.3 3.8 87 T
Box ElderWeber 25342 5.8 -y L 201
fotal - | 25045 b6 207 e
| %}_‘, varietles
Washington 290 1.0 Coss amse
Box Elder-¥eber 3448 1.2 106 s
: 63.8 32 103 19

Hox Elderwiieber 186.0 EXN 297
T07AL 318.3 5.6 w06 190

BXPLANATION AND ANALYSIS OF COST ITans

: Allof thé expense itens &mlm&inthi& study were sumparized under
 material, overhead, man lsbor, and power costs. Naterial costa dncluded
fertilizers, containers, spray, and other material items used in this year's
operationss Barnysrd mapure was valuad at $L per ton in the corral. Fifty
percent of the current year's application wad charged ageinst the 1947

cvop, 30 percent of the 1946 application, and 20 percent of the 1943

- application, A Other methods could ha% beon used in figuring this expense
naﬁ; suach as charging all of the manure applied this year as the actual
expense, or using some other ratio to apply to the residual. It was
arbitrarily decided to use & ratioc of 50-30-20, beesuse a part of any one
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year's application s kmown to main in the soil and hence, should be
- gharged agéainst the crép of peaches benefiting Ffrom the fertilizer. The
enumerators obtained a record of tha amount of manure applied in 1947 and
the two years previous to assist in malaulating this expense item. -
There is aisammnm concerning the amount of available elements

in amwrcﬁ.a‘l fertiliser that remain in the gramd for use h;r erops aftey
one zream Many of the experts say little or none is left, or that wa
gmount left dasasmis to a gx&a‘b extent on the method of application, The
awbtm'm not aware of amtwrpmaﬁam than to charge to this smar*a .
mmm all *&ha gost of commércial fertilizer appllied the current y«mm e

_ hmamamam%@wntmsm alargeitamatwpmma ‘
“This was trus where the growers mld paaa?ias plus containers, A mler
amount of depreciztion and wp&aeemm jense was ineurred when the
pperators used their own contalners to haul and sell their fruit, but
retained the baskets and lugs for further nae. The total cost of containers
was recorded when they were szold with the (peaehes outyright, while d@mﬂi@
tion and replacement was wwmd on the a%wa retained, :
| The actual cost of the spray materials was recorded as an mmmu
‘against this year's crop, Other less commonly used materials were considered
as miscellaneous items and were charged against the current yasr's operations.

" Material expenses amounted to 23 cents per bushel, They accounted for
15 percent of all costes The most important item of expense under this
grouping was containers, which amounted to 16 eents per bushel {tahle h)e
Overhead Costs R

Overhead charges mnaﬂ.sm of interest on money in the crop, interest

on cap:l.%al invested, building and Qquimnt repair and depreciation,
* gepreciation on trees, tax expenses, and inoidental items, Interest on
m;meﬁ invested in this y@aria crop was charged against the peaoch anmyrwa

at the rate of 5 percent per amw; This expense was ealeulgwa on all
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Table k, Cost of Productién and Marketing of Peaches ;{9 .
on 55 Farms in Washington Jounty and Box Elder-Weber Area, h’? .

st et s ) i s = i oot et P33 e S Pl bt et e e Tt

" Ttes = Vashington ] : Total Gost ; Pevcent
County ¢ Weber Azvea 3 : . g of total

T

3 |
agre = Dushel acre  DOSABL

| 249 WL 388 s02 3 .02 1a
Gomy fertilizer h:gg ‘ :@3 'g;-!zh\ 02 h:% Zae 1.6
Cohtainers 35.47 «20 27,23 . W14 30,60 L6 . 10.6
S}H'W : o - 5459 03 4,38 02 S0k 03 T

Bub-total . kB35 42T 39493 .20 W36 423 15,0

; hami costses
Ints on money in -

,‘ 156 ’-iﬂl 1.94 Ebﬂll 3‘.@7@‘  q..(;l . } Q&ﬁ
4nvested . B9l 422 3849 420 3867 420 13.3
~ vepair & depr, C Bu37 L03 S.46 .03 6.0, 03 2.1
Depr, on trees 17,28 W30 22,00 11 20,07 .11 6.9
~ Taxes ‘ 177 WO 17,05 - 09 1%&2§ T «07 a6
Other 293 .02 6,26 90 - LT
W’bﬁw 73.85 . «hi2 52,20 b7 %«63 5 | 29.2
mﬂp@r £0: ??&%w | 88 W47  58.08 .29 69,05  L36 . 23,8
20T & £ ' ‘ i o 3 S 23 :
Hired e w B% 5 B E B2
 Sub-total 13116 W73 125,05 463 127.55 .67  Who
Power costss | } |
Horss 3;3& «02 2450 201 gﬁw
Tractor ‘ 13,84 . &@a 23..79 «31 18.53 +10
Truolt 1209 *ﬁ? 121)&9 +07 124»69 06
Sub-total 20,68 L7 36,82 .19 331 .18 11,8
| TOTAL 282k 159 294,00 1.9 290,00 1,53 00,0

i/  Harketing cosis include the operations of sorting and grading, packing,
storage, selling and miscellanecus operations performed by the operators
-+ ‘themselves or their hired labor before the erop was turned over to 2
marketing agency.. . ! ‘
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expendituves for material items and on all labor performed during the

. years Tne length of time interest was charged extended from the date the

BXpe nddture was made until the money i‘ar ;maah@a was veeelved in the i'au_
Intamm charged on labor emmiﬁma was determined by grouping
the various operations into maintenance and handlings ﬁammmm :
wmw such operations as spreadi ng xwmﬁmrsﬁ diald.ng; aprwing, -
| az;é s.rrwming {table §), Handling consisted of thimning, ploking, |
- hauling to the packing house, é.nd similar cperations, Four months was -
allowed for labor involved in the maintenance work, and two months for
' handling operationss Interest on eapital mwwmw in the meh entape
. prise was charged at tha rate of 5 mnam per year. Invested capitel
: mludﬁé the value of peach mﬁa,v land, water, machinery and eﬁuipman{kg:
Md bnildings used in the Wh wtam&am The apemtem repwt@ﬁ
 values for pesch archard land in terns ¢f the land's use for orchard

| M@mm This figure vepresents the pri% per acre that the opemw

was %11133 to pay for comparable land in the areas Interest cherfd on’

money" m the mmp and on capital xmwﬁmw is justified on the baais .
that if.‘ the mramr imd borrowed the money ropresenting these i%em, ha

. would have pald an imberest a?m*gm ﬁ‘:mmmalm if the Opsra#&r haﬁ
imam otherwise,. the mmy ha had tied up in gzaaems, he wm;m mqawb

" -peach @nterprm. The wtml

to receive interest emmsm% with %ha rim,

Depreciation and maﬁ;- eXpense was fig:md on harse-»ﬁvm equw-
mnt, Mmay picking bags, Irull graders, and hn:ﬁ.mmgs used on ﬂae.
xpense of repmm these S.tem was listad.
i mmal rate of depreciation was charged ageinst this am&pmnt and
buildingss The portion of mpaim and depreeiation on such itama mmw
agamt. the mmh enterprise was determined on ‘the hmﬂw of the percent
",af thme mw of wear they had undergones while bﬁingumd; on the




Table 5+ Laboer Requirements for Peach Production
on 55 Orchards in Waahingtm County and Box Elder-Weber Ma, 191@?

i

- %x Elderb
Weber area
- hourg
faore tetal

“Hours - percent ~ Houra ~pergent ~ HOUre

@peraman

9-8 - all : ‘th . Da . ‘.Qa? @ié

29.8 6. 299 208 0 29.9 . 18,7

Ol 0.2 Osl 041 0.2 m.‘t

lbg RN D2 0.1 0.7 9»: .

Wapoepiidy fra—— ﬁ _ 200 19? 1#3»

1.8 0.9 b U8 2.8

nﬁi"?ﬁ? | 288 156 b 10,2 20,3 . 12.7
i LEBTL , A » L} By Rl .

Spraying ) éag : 3:5 L5 3l 543 3’3
. Miscellaneous O 0.3 1.7 1.2 1.2 Ou

Total Maintenance 755 Wl 66,0 W60 6.9 k.8

.8 3.2 10k T2 845 5.3
042 Dol 0.1 0.1 0.2 (3% A
3 }-#3 046: 1.1 ' mﬂ 1.1 @q?
5?91 32.4 h2.T7 29,7 L9l 33,0
. i? 3*? 91& ét? ath : . 5-3

Total Handling costs 73,0 400  63.9  kheS  67.6  Lauk

Sorting & gradi W7 - 135 749 5.5 48 9.3
Kmﬂigg mggarkg% 2@&5 15:? hts 3.1 1203. ‘ ’305 ,
Selling 0T Ouls 1.3 0.9 1.1 0.7 .

Total marketing costs 33.9  18.6 13.7 9.5 22,0 13,8

P0TAL 182.4  19D,0 1h3.6 1000 159.5 1000

EE 1228865
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| . peach enterprise, Depreciation and repaire were not reported on motor=- -
ized machinery and the eguipments The common Waéﬁaﬁm to charge an
hourly rate to cover such cogsts: This was not true whaa hiring teams of
horaes: The naéwl practice was for the man hiring the t.eaﬁ to furnish the
" equipment pﬂllﬂﬁ by the horses.

The item of orchard depreclation posed a problem that was handled
in the following way: The operator estimated the value of his land per
acre with the peach trees, mnd then estimated what the same acre of land
was worth without thems The difference between the two values was then

divided by the farmer's estimate of what the productive life of peach -
trees was in his locality: This was the expenditure recorded for peach
orchard depreciation. The farmers were vautloned to figure land values
on *’ahe mm of use for irrigated farming.

Orehard depreciation was charged for the sane reason that machinery,
aqﬁmnﬁ@ and budlding depreciation is considered a wat item. If &
peach tree 18 worth more at bearing age than after its mmm 1ife
" ‘has been spant, it indicates that a wﬁaﬂng out pmaesa hcw gona on over

the years, just as a machine deteriorates with use. The m@‘ﬁh@d of charging
" a constant rate .awh year, as mmaémum figure depmeia-bim on builﬂinga
or equipment, was uged in caleulating this expense for the pedch trees. |

Qther expenses included in overhead, chargeable 10 the peach enterw
prise, were land and water taxes, femily car expense, and incidental ‘
charges such as telephone and fees, The amount of land and water itax
- gharged against the peach enterprise was determined by the ratio of the
value of land and water used in conneotlon with the peach enterprise to
the value of the faym as a whole. This percent of the total property tex
bill was reported as being the amount of tax for the peach enterprise.
Pamily car, telephone, fees and other expenses were charged against the
peach enterprise in the m ways The total expense representing these




items was reporteds These figures were muliiplied by the percent of
mma the operators used the family ﬂ@r, telephone and other items in
conjunction with the peach emrm,sm

Overhead eosts averaged $BLi.68 psr acre or hicu aas;*ba on a bushel
basiss This classification wtmmas is commonly overlooked by most
farmers when anzlyzing their business. In this study, overbead sorts
were 29 percent of the total costs of operations {table L).
 Man Labor Hequirements and Goste :

The various operations m grouped. into maintenance and handling,
which completed the productive process, snd operations dealing with the
marketing process. Haintenanee operations included agylym fertilizer,
pruning, dispossl of brush, mowing, hoeing in the orehard, diseing and
barrowilng, irrigating, spraying, and miscellaneous items concerned with
aammg for ami mgintaining the orchards Handling operations included -
~ thinning the peaches, propping branches, scattering boxes, pieking, and
hauling o the packing house, or sssembling in central places prior to
the marketing process. Sorting and grading, hauling to market, and
selling operations which were performed by the operator or hired lsbor
completed the mmﬁting Process. ’

411 maintenance operations required an average of 69*9 hours per
- agre, or 438 percent of the total timess Pruning required more ;im than
any items in this classification, averaging 29.% hours per acre. Sixuty
geven and six tenths hours or L2.4 percent of the average time required
to grow an acre of peaches was spent on handling operations. Picking
required more time per acre then any single operations The average time

spent 'pe:e acre was 49.l4 hours or 31 percent of all .nha\ium spent
(table 5). An average of 15.6 mimutes was required to pick a packedwout
- bushel of peaches. “

Harketing operations, as aeﬁmd a%am, made up 13.8 percent of all
time spent« BSome of the operators who sold their peaches ovchardwrun
spent 1little or no time on the marketing process, Those ﬁho graﬂed and
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| fanoy-packed thelr fruit, or peddled it h&d a considerable amount of
time involved in the marketing operationss The amm%e. time per bushel
. was approximately 7 minutes, '
The cost of operator and fapily labor was reported as the wage the
A eperator or members of the family would command deing éqnivalen% mﬁc, or
' the rate the a@@raﬁr would have 4o pay a hired mm | in nearly all cases

the operators reported an average for themselves eguivalent to the rate

* they would have to pay the better hired men in me;"aﬁaa The rate

- peported did not include a wage for management as thei’é renuneration i

an element ef profit. Oporator and family labor consisted of 54 percent

of the total cost of 21l labor, and hired labor made up the remaiming hé
percents Total lebor costs averaged $128 per ascre and 67 cents on a

bushel basiss | |

" The same method used in determining labor costs was used in deterpine

" ing the rate for power-oper - The actual cost was recorded
m?maa tractore and trucks. The Wa@a? determined the rete for his

own power equipmen$ on the basis of what he could obtain doing similar o
work elsewbere, or what he would have to pay someone else for the use of |

their motorized equipment. The rate for teams was deternined in a

" gieilar mamer, Power costs were vesponsible fop uﬁ&} percent of cost
of @1l operations. ‘
6.ly percent, and the cost for trucks was h.b percent (iable k).

* Baterial costs accounted for 15 percent of 2ll costs or 23 cents
per bushel, Overhead costs were 29.2 percent of total costs, or Ll cents
" per bushel. Man labor costs were responsible for kb percent of total
eoste, or 67 sents per bushel, Power gosis were 11.8 percent of costs or
" 18 cents per bushol. Man labor expense was the most costly item, followed
by interest on eapital invested which was 13.3 percent, and by container

Bapense for horses was 1.0 percenty itraetor expense

expense which was 10.6 percent.
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RECEIPTS AND WET R@‘MEKS

- Total meaipta were arrived at by mnmiplﬁng the mamher of bushels
by the price reee;md by the operators. The guaniities used in the home
or given away were assigned a rate on a bushel basis, according to their
grade and the market opportunities of the individual operators. In no -
instance did the emuerators find by-products commected with the pesch
enterprise. Often, however, the peaches wore sold in containers, the
cost of which was actually included in the receipts. In sueh csaaea the
tiet returns veve not affectsd as this cost was also included in the
expensess Total receipts pay am averaged @333'6:; all ferms and wove
6176 per tushel (tatle 6} 5

4 total of 60,351 hushels of peaches were disposed of by farm

operators included in this study. ‘#or convenience of presentation and
enalysis, the methods of disposal vere divided into five sections,

Section one included faxmr-mmecl niarketing assogiations that handled
37 percent or 22,47k buahéls of ths peaches aald. “‘These were graded
and packed by the amaws. Section w0 included truckers who called
" at the orchard and wuauy purmzaam arehardsm peaerms. This method
provided an wtle‘b for 1%3?9 ‘kmshela, or 26 pereents The third seotion
included the eaqmrm They pumhawsi 10,92 bushels or 18 pemg;;‘baf
R thé totals Peaches sold this wyy Were not géadad by the farmers. ';Ehe--

' f@ﬁrﬁh section in,elmriad those opma*béra who sold direct to the consumey
by going from door to deor, Most of the peaches sold by this method were
" orehard run and sonstituted 9 percent of the total. A £ifth eawg@ry
included peaches sold from roadside stands, to neighbors, or used in
' the home, ' Eleven pereent of all sales or 6,243 bushels were handled
in this mannets ‘




V'.'v»:'&ﬁt farm- 1,é33

18

Table 6. m’..spas:al of Peaches on 55 Farms
in Washington County and Box Elder-Weber Avea, 1947

~_Bushels soid

disposal T&m

n

# total
Assoclations 9,576 hi 12,898 3% 22,7k
 Truckers 9,00k 39 6,805 18 15,679
 Gaumers B -~ 10836 2 1091
‘eddled 339 15 LIS b bSuk

5 5,000 1 6,243

100 37,0l 200 60,351

| Total 23,307 100

¢ '

o . The net return is the d&.z!,‘remmahwé«aan tatal receipte and expens

 ’ ‘ma 'a:werage aet return received per hufsh@l in this study was 23 cents.
© On the individual enterprises the returns varied from $-hok0 to §1.31
~ per bushel, On an acreage basis net returns ranged from §-~185 to %hél |

| and averaged §h3s Het returns of w}e; individm reewaé on both the

' acre and the bushel bases were concenirated near the average (tsble 7).

Table 7. Total Receipts and Net Returns from Peaches Sold
on 55 Farms in Washington Gounty and Box Elder-Weber Ares, whr

I fors — Bushel Aa;wghw PR S T
~delLars &mm TolTaFs  dollars SoTTErs  doTiars
| Total receipte 184 330 . L7033 L7 333,
_ Total costs 1.59 284 1.b9 29% 1,53 290
‘Net returns «25 hé 21 b1 23 3
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ANALYSIS OF FACTORS AFFEOTING PRODUCTION
COSTS AND HETURNS OF THE PEACH ENTERFRISE

o assist in analysing and interpreting the data more effectively,
a system of sorts wes useds This mﬁ;ed consisted of sorting the records
into wri@m classes on the basis of a single faetor. Tabulations were
made of the factor the classes were based on and other factors considered
%o have been sgsociated with this first f'aem?. Bize of farm size of
) enwrpriae; yields per atre, | man hours of labor, méthod of sale, cost: . -
of operatiohs,. end mm‘:tmﬂmea and success were the single '
 factors used to test the extent of association with other factorss

It is recognized that other factors may have some assoolation with
suecess of the en%arpﬁsa‘ buwr than t;hm;a listed above. No attenpt
 wes made, however, to ascertain this sssociations It is further
recognized that there is an :Lnﬁar»faawr mtian existing and that
when an atbtempt is made to isolate the effeet of one factor, the effect
 of some interrelated factors may also have g bearing on the results.
Wherever these seem to exist, attention is directed to the assoviation.

. The rauérda were sorted on the basis of acreage, as a measure ‘of fm

size, in an effort to determine what assoclation size might have with 'mﬁ'
labor, yields, eosts and net mma Capital, man work uﬁibs, volume of -

production, and other factors are measures of size, but acreage is probably

- the most common, and was the basis used.

The farms varied from 2.5 to 553.5 acreés, and averaged L2 acres.

' This measure included all land opevated by the various farmers in the
survey, Farms of less than 20 acres numbered 22, and conetituted ho o |

- percent of all farms in tbé study (table 8). Nineteen, or 35 perceﬁt,
were in the 20 to 39 acre group, and 1k or 25 zisrea!nt contained 40 acres
or morei This indicated the exient of snal lwscele. farming as measured in
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terus of ssves per Carm found in this etudy. If this sawple is considered
memmﬁfv@ of the peach growers in Utaeb, it showm Yo vhat degree
small-scalo farming is assoelated with the peach business in the states

Uhen the records were soried en the basis aﬁ' gize; it was found that
the farms in the smell acyeage group had the lowest peach yilelds, sverasm-
ing 163 bushels per acvey while those in the 20 to 39 aere class had yields
of 207 bushels per acres The largest forms reported 192 bushele per acre,
~and an gverage of all farms was 190 bushels. Though the difference in the
yields of the lapt two groups is negligible, s sigmmean% difference is
noted botween these and the yields of the smallest farms.

Gost per bushel was 1.65 on the smallest farms, and ne% returns were
16 cendse This was the higheat bushel cost and lowest net returns of the
three groups, which shows that the higher ﬁw& per bushel of the smaller
farm operators is not offset by higher I’e@efép%&a Gosts of the modiune

sroup ond the levge group weve §1.48, qmm £1+51 per bushel respecte

ively, end thé average for all forms was J1.53. Bet weturns to the farm
operators in the v lavger classifications did not differ significantly,
belng 23 cents for the mediumesized faruws, and 26 eén%s for the farms with

b sores and over. Average vecoipis for ell farme were 23 conis per bushel.
Uhen farms were sorted on the basis of total aproage,. it was found

that the peaeh em@rp?isgs on the swmellest forme had the lowest yields,

or of hours per aere in the gproductive process asg

spent aboul the same nuab
the averags of the study, had the highesl cosis, and reported the lowest
net returns. These factors on the me
sigaificantly different, and resulted in higher net returns than weve
obtained on the spallest faras. |

dium end largest size farms were nob
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Table 8. Relationship of Size of Farm to Various Factors in Peach
Production in Washington County and Box Elder-Weber Area, 1947

Number  Bushel Prod, man Costs _ Net returns

Average

Interval p:grg:rm records g::ci::e pgguizra bu§§:1 acre ovushel
aores acre number bushels hours dollars acre dollars
Less than 20 12 22 163 138 165 26 .16
20 - 39 27 19 207 148 1.48 L8 «23
LO and over 109 81 192 130 151 50 e26
Average all L2 55 150 138 1.53 L3 .23

farms

Size of Bnterprise ;

The measure of size of enterprise was acres of peach orchard per farm.
Other measures could have been used, such as bushels of peaches, hours of
man work expended in the peach enterprise, or number of trees., Acreage -
was chosen because it seems t0 have been the most acceptable and is the
most universally used indication of size. Size of enterprise is one of
the most important factors affecting costs and net returns. It can
influence the efficiency with which labor and machinery are used and the
interest of the operators in managing their enterprise. Later associations
also show trat size of -enterprise influences the method of marketing
peaches,

The average acreage of peaches on all farms was 5.8 with a range of
from 1.5 to 37 acres. In the sort of size of enterprise, three classes
were used, The group containing 19 of the smallest enterprises averaged
2.2 acres, followed by an average of 5.1 acres for 23 farms in the middle
group, and 12,2 acres for the 13 largest peach enterprises (table 9).

The group in the classification of three acres or less spent an
average of 161 hours per acre in the productive process and obtained
yields of 187.5 bushels per acre. Their cosis were $330 per acre with
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recelpts of §363, leaving net returns of §33 per acre, The

~ in the L to 6 acre classification averaged 1Ll hours labor per acre with

- yields per acre of 222.7 bushels. OCosts peyr sere were $275 for this group
and receipts weye §381. mNet returns were $106 per acre, The third class
of enterprises, seven scres and over, averaged 129 hours labor per acre
with yields of 165.7 acres. Oosts per acre were $291, recei ih wers
§290, resulting in a net return of & minus one dollar, The average pet

¢ return for gll farme was §k3 per acre.
. On the basis of size of emterprise, mtmmwmmwmmm
- produstive, processes decreased as the average size of the emwr@m 1
_ increaseds The b to 6 acre classification had the highest yiama m ﬂm |
-émm costs per acve. The net returns were $106 per acre amm 'dm:h
© §33 of the group of the smallest emyp&;m@s and & minus net mm of
| one dollar per acre for the group of the largest enterprises, The mts
which bad seven am& oy move lack ome dollar per ’aew of giving tﬁa.,, |
" operator and his family the going wage for labor they performed. m“*m& .
‘ w',pawh enwmriae, and paying interest at the rate of five pareent em all
f-aa@i*&al and memey. invested in the crop. , . .
- There sesus to be no consistent relationship between the ineresse in
- a&% of enterprise and success as measured in terms of net returns per
20 Out of the study of 55 records, the class which includes ) %06
6 ‘peaches per enterprise was the most profitehls, Tields, as will
’m shown in 1&*&% ﬁiﬁm&#&ws, have an important relationship w m%

mmmspermm, and therefore the M@ermmsobtaimﬁanwsayfmp

" of ermes in the middle classification probably have some relation
to the gmatnr smm of these mterpﬂses. It might be -mxwlnd%é that

the average of 2;2 acres of peaches per img_,m not sufficient to challenge |
the best interest of the operator in all phases of production and that the
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‘ mraga of 12,2 acres was larger than nparatars under the average cmaditim
of the survey cemlé most profitably aund economieally hamile, S
Sinee m differences in the net returns per mm m smiaticany
 significant and the differences in cost per am are not stgma%g@m
‘ _:‘Qsignifieam, one mash look to reseipts for an explanation aftm éiframmu
?he larger mmhﬂnﬁetp&iags disposed ef't.heu fruit previously by:auwfw ‘
: state wh&gmﬁw through asscciations and thess were least profitable in
g ‘_‘i%fh ﬁ‘i‘ course it must be meogaimﬁm% the opportunity presented the
. #maller growers to mavket their fruit locally is entively ﬁegaenam% W
 the fact that parb of the pesch crop is shipped out gide of the state and
: is endirely eliminsted from the local markeb. ,
zt mist be recognized that the association t&mﬁ seens %o be appm-am%
here is obtained from & sort of a linited aumber of anmprmm 1e the
same results mm obbained from sorts afa 1wm mmmm of mtaaryrims,
| m would be justified in concluding that a portion of the lecal preéuatim
~ must be shipped out of state and %o the. extent, that it is done a market
. exigts locally for the remainder, To the extan% that wwwataw ship~
" ments ave associated with sise to that extent is size assoclated with
. mgima m success of the enterprise when measured in terms of ngf& returns

.. per aora.

" - Table 9. Rﬁlaummmp of 8ige of En%rprﬁaa tb Various Fwtms
. i ?awh m&m&w in thmgtm Gounty and Em Eldm%‘i’em &m, 191;7

ook anaembvmrisioey Mu_m- it e A SR b

T ‘%m | ?atax Gosta ﬂwaipﬁs Nt
- Interval acres Husbey hours e per per | reburns
wa@tm regords per acre | per acre agre .  per

acyes | aores D ey bw "ol dely doi.
3 acres and N . L I .
" less 2.2 19 61 187.8 330 363 - 33
L to 6 Sel 23 M3 2227 215 3/
7 and over 12,2 13 . 129 1657 8291 290 -1
Average all )

- farms 5+8 55 138 189.6 290 333 k3




o *hhan 120 bushels per scre valued théir land at an average of sn71 W

2k

- mﬁg per, Aore : Ce
mwmwmwtammmmmwm; mmm
‘ ’waw per am ‘includes all - the pesches grown o an acre mgardlasa af
qmw or. mﬁhad of disposale The dverags MM was Jm bushels per
m One of the most important factors afﬁatmg awba in the peach
industry is M&m ,‘P;ar bushel, cosls are hig!m' when ylelds are low,
'bbmme fewer bushels of peaches are mlabla to bear the amm\_ﬂ_‘x@_ ‘
 pesch production, costs, except those dealing With thiming, pl  and
. the merketing pmma, ww relatively the same regardiess of yﬁ.@?ﬂm

. Tt was found that the farmors ¥bo had the smallest yields of loss

'Tmm, which was the second mmt ‘@m@g& mmw The agarawm wha
V‘re;m-ma the highest yields, over 3&@ bushels per aere, mpm‘tmi tm
) ‘hig!mst land velue of $0812 per acre] Thers mm no awrwiable _
'.-LWW among the valuations of the three widdle groups. The Eversge
. land value for all peach emerpma'a‘m §69h mfr acre (table 10)s. -
| Ordinarily one could expect yitlds and land values to be closely
w.m,. The vendency is to a@&m&m net returns into lapd valma am
since the nmore Wadmmm land is usually the movYe profitsble, mn wﬂﬁ
 expect such land to hm the ‘highest value. The results of this QM show

- & definite relation between yields per acre and net returns per bushel.

?he farmers were aamiemﬁ o mzm't land Muaa on f.m baaia of val% f@z*
uges m- m«:ﬂfml purposes, and hence soue ralmiawh@ should exist
‘}.ané: values and yields. The author is of the opinion that land

_ acorded in some cases included values representing slternative

. uses ;m mmm sites, and the farmer's estimetes of the sffect future
developaents near his property might have on his land. This appears to
have been true mi tm farms with the lowest ylelds of waéhﬁa- sinee the |
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yields and n@% returns would not justify the valuss reporteds On the

other hand, bowever, some anmrpmsea that had the highest yiéldﬁs

reparwtﬂ by the operator may ham been undervy

 capitalized values It is recogsiced in this connection that definite

sonolusions should nob be @rzan for land waiuamnsmm on net returns

L fmm oiily one yem*‘s Operam@ma

The peach enterprises with yields of less than 120 busgmls showed

120 hours per anre in the productive processy cosis per bushel were §2.27,
‘end net veturns were a m&m 58 centsy  The units with ylelds within the
'12@ to 139 bushels clase a%raged 112 hours per acres Costs per bushe)

. weye §1.75 and net mtms,a minus one gent on & bushel basis, The.
, @anp with yields betwoen ih@ to 189 bushels spent 129 hma per acre

and wm were HL.TL, wi%h net returns of 17 cents per wm&.

‘&w group with yiolds of from 190 to 299 bushels of peachas p@r

1&@;& awwaged 1L hours per asre with costs of §1.39, and net z-&mms
B of Lo —csm%s per bushels The enterprises with the largest yields, 300 and
- over, averaged 193 hours per acres Bosts were §1.07 per bushel and net
' peturns were 59 aanw, The Wage net rems per bushel of m mbm
Ag‘:&i‘i"sw was 23 ﬁéaﬁm ‘

e steudily increased from 120 per acre on

_ The hours spent per ac

- émha:rfﬂs that averaged 101 bushels to l?ﬁ hours pequired on mwrymm‘
© with yields wemﬁiﬂg 385 bushels per scre. The time spent per bmhal in

the gmaﬂuctive pm@eas declined steadily from 1.9 hours on fovws with the
lowest production per acre to @;S of an hwr on farms with the highest

. production per acres Oosts per bushel declined steadily from @E,?’?,m '
' the peach enterprises with the lowest yields to §1.07 per bushel o

orchards with the highest yields., HNet relurns showed sbout the same
relationship to yield as did costs, &8 yields per aore went up, coste per
tushe) decressed and net returns increaseds The group of operators with
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the lawest average ylelds lost 53 cents on each bushel produced while
| those in the highest yield classification zﬁade ‘net returns of 59 cents
per Emah&lm |

The enterprises wiith the bighest yields had sone mmm that eaused

ahigmymrwsws by mwhenmﬁmmmmh@mw the cost wag
‘. lower then on Parms with smaller yields. This demonstrates the effect

of high yields in reducing per wnit costs on enterprises with a high
portion of fimed coste, It indicates that high ylelds are one of the
wore important factors associated with sucvess in the peach enterprise,.
 and low yields ave most likely accompanied by low net returns or imssam

Table 104 W’%ﬁm&h&y of Ticlds psr Acre to Various B‘a:a%m ’
in Feach Produstion in W&ah&ngm ﬁammr and Box Eld@r»ﬁab@r Are&; b7

ey vera—— a!ms o e
. Interval  per acre m&mﬁ# mmm in prod. = per returns
| " per acre aAcre sushed bushel psr bughel
- Wﬁu ‘ M P A ‘ﬂﬁd " ‘ ﬁ@im o dois MI -#
less thanl20 0L 13 M7 120 La9 227 | w58
a0~ 135 C 6 M2 83 .75 -0
0 - 189 9 130 66 129 W6 1 U ar
190 - 299 231 2 660 19 6k 139 L0
30 asdover 385 9 812 193 950 LO7 .59
ivaregs a3 o | S
. farms

190 55 69h . 138 W13 L5330 W23

&w Hours @f Labor } ,

L The records were . sorted inte taree grow
. of labor used per acre in the \pwduemw:pracws to determine the aspoviation
~ this might have with production costs, The records were divided into three
groups on the basis of time mm m}é aqre by the eperator, family, and
hired lsbor performing meintenance and handling operations. The group

3 on the basis of man hours
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that gpazrb less tha.n 120 hours per ami*e on *&he pmdmti?e process included
\ 22. peach @nwrpmsma - The mma mﬁtm tm 12@ to 160 hour per acre
intmwal inoluded 17 pesch !mitso The third group wh:%.eh spent 170 hours
mw acre or move included 16 animg tmla nh | )
. An snalysis of the vesults of w‘m gort ahm that the apm’bam |
‘whe spem less than 120 hﬂm pm' a@m bad uni.ta that average 6&1 a0resy
. ,fﬁ%&a :ﬁ.ﬁldﬂ of 3,36 h\iﬁhﬁlﬁp | ?mdmﬁoimamw on t&w&e enterprises weve
‘.{«91»61; p@r lmshel. The agpe«m%w that mnm fron 123 to 169 hours, spent
: gm' acre. h&ﬂ an wﬁrag& sige of ‘m mms w enmrprise, with yields of
219 bushals per agre, and sverage @as%s of* %ﬁhkﬁ per mm&., The operators
- whe had spent. 170 hours or mors per acke had enterprises ave raging 3.9
acres and yieléing 22;5 bushels per a@ with coste amaunting %0 §1458
per bxasfml»
} ' “The @emﬁura wm amm :besa than: @.233 howrs per mm in *&m Wmﬁm
process hm%. the lowest yields ami the. Mgm*& W‘W per. iamsnel. The
.. operators in the 120 to 16§ hour Wmm the lowest m buaml mw
with ylelds & .-w..ca‘»'s»i, 219 ‘bushels p&r dovee N '
 Those aamwi&tiqm shm that tha anmmw on «m@h ﬁm most t:lma
was mpema per acre in the pm&mtim process had the I%msﬁ bushel msts;
It also shows that &8 m hours per awm W&é, %be yiama m@maww
This latter relstionship might be cansed from’ A Z‘mrgw hourly foput
© resulting in a grester mumber of bushels produced, or that the grester.
y’i@lﬂﬁ meeesitawd t.ha additional hours for mﬂmﬁ.ﬁgg, piekdng and hauling
Aﬁa t&m packing Eamm&. Theveforey labor reqa&mams shoald ha aamﬁmmd
©in mlﬂtim to the yialei-s ohﬁa&md per am. ﬁwm was no consistent
. Ama%mhiy b@*bafmn the munbar of hours smnt 4n the pmdmtive meessas
angd coste gmr bushel. which indieates that aﬁh@r fagtors are. mrw i%@rtaan*b -

infinencing costs on o bushel basis mau are the ndmber of h@m W per
aores

y
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Table 11. Relation of Man Hours of lLabor per Acre
ta ?ariws szwm in Fewh Prmwien in Washington &aw%y
der«ifeber Ma, 1%?

- less than 120 97 22 61 136 1464
120 - 269 w3 v e 219 145

170 and over 213 16 3.9 25 155
Total - 138 55 - 190 1.53

A& gort was made asccording to method of sale to discover the relation-

ship this might have to net vetwrms. It is likely that the operators

© obtain m,g%er prices through some ways of disposing of their peaches

gh others. OCosts of production should not be inﬂam‘ by
method of sales, bub some means of disposal requive that farmers provide
more marketing functiong.

The peach enterprises were grouped in the following classes according
to methods useds (1) marketing associations, which included those enter-
prises where the crop was sold through an aﬁawimién that wes producer
ovmed and for which the member~farmers gr packed, and gssembled theﬂ.r

. £raity (a) local canners, which included those enterprises where the
operator sold to canners who bought peaches direct from the farmers for
canning purposes; (3) truckers, which included those enterprises where
the operator sold to truckers who usually called at the ovchard for the

. peachesy (L) producer-peddlers, which included those enterprises where
the operator sold in small lote to the final éammev; and {5) unclassified,
msa enterprises wiw.re the method of sales did nob £it into any of the

other four classes. .

J——__—_—'_.___.__‘ /
4 .
. . " . .
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Bach ;eat,arprisejm placed in one of the oategories listed Wﬂ;
if 50 pex
operators who snm lesa ‘than 50 percent by one of these meﬂwds mm .
placed in the unclassified grouping. ‘ o

The 1l farmers who marketed most of their ya’aéhe's through associations
had costs averaging $1.69 per bushel, receipts of §L.75, .and per bushel
" net returns of & cents. The canmers provided a market outlet for
peaches Waﬂ by siz eperatorss The %atal eeats for this group
averaged §1.25 per bushel, Receipts were §1.19, and net returns were 23
cants per bushels The 11 apem%m who sold to truckers had costs of
: %55 per. bushai, receipts tha*t awmga& §1.62 per bushel, and net retzarm
"of 7 cents on & bushel basiss ‘ |
| Seventeen operators padcnaﬁ more than 50 percent of their pemhm.
They hud bushel expenses of §1.59 and receipts of $2.03, which resulted
: ‘in net returns of &L cents per bushels The unclassified mupmg,' ;
" was made up of seven enterprises, bad per bushel costs of §1.52, mna:!,pts
of $1,75, and a net return aﬂ‘ 33 cents per bushels
, The higher per bushel Wﬂa of the opsrators who sold mrmgh the
. .associations were partially ma& by the expense of gmding, packingy
and providing containers. Oosts of §1.25 per bushel for those sold. to,
o canners were cawsed to some extent by the farmevs having to ship the | ,
’ nmgraéed frult a short distances Some grading was doney and a £mf wn‘ha:!.mm
. were purchaged by the operators who mld to truckers, vhich helpa axplain
their higher costs. The sxpense of peddling, for the enterprises
wlaaéii'ﬁ_.eﬂ as producer~peddlers, was partially .ofi’aat by selling the S
peaches. oréhawamn, and having little or no container expense.

The fact that the producers who peddled their owa frult received the
highest net returns amm wz ‘be imberpreted to mean it is the most
profitable method of samx;g peaches, It requires special equipment such

oent or more of the peacheés were sold in any one manver. The
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as trucks and a eer‘hm amount of skill as a salesman. It is qmi% o
likely t&za:h a portion of the net returns is actually a reward for | ,
gsuperior salesmanships, The qmmty of peaches this type of mvket can
absorb is probably limited. The mut that some operators could sell
peaches profitably this way was mda possible haesmse of the diﬁpaaing m?
Ca mrt:!.on of the peach ‘orop through a*bhar chamwls-z '

' Table 12, Relation of Nethod of 3ales to Various ?MWa :
in Peach ?mducm in ﬁashmgﬁm Qounty and Box Elder-Weber arm, wm

ﬁamr : sﬁmrage m&da ﬂ«asts Eeaaipta K@t mm:ma

‘ ‘?mm& of sal% records m;‘ . m bgfhal bm . m .
“Boe @ores ~ Dba, - doLls  dols T
dssociations W T 29T e LI .06
Canners & g 203 125 1.9 A fia,-lag

. Truckers - n 50 . 158 1.55 - .62 mﬂ?
Progwcer-peddlers 17 . 3.2 204 139 2,03 .6k
Unolessitied 7  1L3 188 L5275 .23

Total 55 5.8 190 L5376 .23

o Bem: Than Average Pevformance and Success
‘Sorting the records int@ groups on me basgis aﬁ‘ their being more or

. less favorable than avamga a8 ba@s@ on selecﬁed measures should show the '

'_as,ﬂaoiamon betwsan mt :g-et,umw and suparior ;serfarmame* ‘ Prevﬁ.ms sorts
i;aw indicated the influence of yield and cost on net returns, a:ad it is
obvioua that receipts also ﬁelxi determine net returns, It is worth while
to know the extent to which these factors are associated with net. retoyng,

* .and how important it is for the individual operators to be siperior in |

all or seme of these factors to be most successful in peach pméiﬁm:mm :

The records were sorted into four groups on the basis of the number
of selested factors in that reeord that were better than average for the
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study. Average yields, per bnahel costs, and receipts per bushel were
‘the items considereds Records that were above aversge in ylelds and
mxm receipts, and below average in ws‘&s mm considered to be better
than averagos ’mm ﬁmt group consisted af eigm mma that haﬁ nong

- of the measures better jbhan average. The amci gmup mmm of 23

_ records that had any one factor better than averages The third group
econsisted af w mwmas in the alws&mwkion ﬂmt had any two items
better ﬁ!mn wmmgm ‘The fourth group consisted of & mewﬁs that had

o all three neasures b@%w than aweragm

~ The enterprises %ﬁ.ﬁh no ﬁ:ﬁm ‘bemer thm average mrageé ?»?4 acres
:m size with yields of 1@3 bushels, haei uosts of $2¢19 per baahel, ami

" ahtamed §.5h 2 mshel for mrketing ws.r frait, The resulting nat
‘mmm was a minus &5 cents psr buahel. Rewrﬁu with one ugasure better

| “mam mage had 5., acres wiﬁz y&aldt uf 139 mm¢ @esta on ﬁmae

mﬁfpﬁm& wam $1..86 per bushel, aa& mzzeipm mmwd ‘Eslg.@é alao,

(%ah:ta 13}0 The enﬁarpm,aea with two fantors mm- mm average had

ihh agres wi’bh yields of za? ’buahels. | Costs were $1.39 m tushel,

- recaipts ﬁl‘%, and net mtuma were 47 eents per huamz.. The wara%n
‘who enterprises were betber thar average in all three faa‘bam amamg:w
.9& ‘acres w:!.th w.alda M’ 25.1 bushelss , Costs per buahal on ﬂma@ orchards

- were 31.3?, and mae&pts %1;&% Net. returns awraged 52 gents per mm..
The most profitable group, with net returns of 52 cents ger buskml,

W better than amra;ge in all three factorss The next most smmaful

@mup im:mﬁad esmmmisea mv. were better rman mvamge in any two of

ﬁm thres items, This group realized net ra‘mrm of h? cents or five

can%a w mhal less than the grmsp bwhar thm mrage in all factors.

- The group ﬁh&t m betier than average in orily ‘one item broke even and '
the group which h&d no factors better than ‘average lost 65 czents for
every bushel produceds With peach production as with almost any farm
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enterprise, the greatest success mecompaniss the efforts of the producer
who is superior in the greatest mumber of measureas

Tabls 13. Number of Pactors Bebtisr Than Average
Associated with Success on 55 Peach Enterprises in
ﬁashiﬂgm W’e@r and Box Eldevrwicber é‘fma, ok

'paaéhjes aere msm bashel par buakwl

per farm
Teams By aeres o B T aeLs WL m;*
. Hone better 8 Teh 108,1 2,39 LS5k ¢'i‘~4--;§5v
1 better 23 Suls b9k 186 L8600
2 better 18 by 286.7  1.19 186 W7
3 items better 6  Sh 250 L3T L&Y 452
Total 55 5.8 1&9.@6* L5 L6 .23

~ W &samxia‘wg with Least Costs
The amount of net returns is dependent on wr mit emsta and remiptm

The amount received is largely out of the control of the individual farmer,
it he may do something about costes It is, therefore, iuportant to kaow
which factors subject te the farmers mﬁm}. are associated with the
mﬂww cogt Ltemae

The records were sorted into thrwe ms on the bagis of per bushel
casts‘ The lowest cost group contained 1§ records with per bushel costs
of less than §1.25 per bushel. The middle group contained 18 records
with a per bushel cost range of i;x'am £1.25 Yo §1.69, and the highest
gost group contained 18 recerds with ocosts that averaged §L.70 per bmmz.
and more (table 1k). |

The farmers with the best average of cost of §1.07 per bushel eperated

vises that averaged .7 seres, The average amount of time spent per

acre was um hours, yields were 283 bushels on these farms, and net returns

s
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amounted to Sk cents per bushel. The farmers in the middle gro
costs averaging @145@ per bushel, had enterprises averaging 7.1 zeres and
spent 135 hours in the productive process. Yields averaged 182 bushels
and net returna averaged 27 cents par bushels The operators with the
higmsb costs that averaged $2.45 m ‘bashel, had enterpriaes tha.t« A

' mzsaga& 5a? acres. Iﬁwm speat per acre in the psadmt&va mm&m
were 135, yields averaged 117 bushels, and vet returns were a minus 53

" cents per bushel. b | ' |

‘Pable lh. Association of mem with Records Orouped According

to Costs per Bushel in megm cmty and Box Emaw*ﬁ'm:' ma, 19!4?7

S &*mm@ !@m}mﬁ Amm ava, ?md mw ﬁa’u
. Interval cost per m@w ' acyes per | hours per returns

. ‘bushel enterprise . wr acre - acre. per bushel
T P S T T v
Less then 128 .07 19 el A 283 5K
1425 to L6 .56 18 Tl 135 182 «27
170 asd over 25 18 57 I 17 .53
Total .53 55 S8 138 190 .23

. A& total of 55 records were suwmarised representing 318.3 acres of
peachess The farms had an average capital investment of %235142 and
41,9 acres of ground. The average acresge of all fruit per farm wasm
1143 acres,

The peach orchards averaged 5.8 acves, with an average capital invests
ment of §h,1764 TYields averaged 190 bushels per acre and 1.9 bushels per
besring tree. A total of 60,351 bushels was produced by farmers included
in the study. Elbertas accounted fur 80 percent of the acreage studied
and all other varieties asccounted for the remaining 20 percats
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Costs per acre averaged $290 or $1.53 per bushel basis, Haterial
costs comprised 15 percent of the total costss Containers were the
most mﬁm‘im in this group and made up 73 mﬁmﬂ. of all
mat.erial costse o ‘
Overhead costs consisted of 29,2 percent of total Ms'ka. Interest
* on ecapital invested at 5 percent per anmum w eroent of all overe
head costse \
Wages for man labor amounted to Ll percent of all costs with operator
and family labor comprising 5 percent of labor costs and hired labor
' comprising U$ percent of this subdivisiona o |
A Fower coste were 11.8 percent of total ‘ew%m' Hovse lobor accounted
for § percent, tractor 5i percent, and trucking 37 pereents
An average of 15945 hours of man labor was spenb per wa'\m a;l.l
‘operations. Of this total h&.ﬁ percent was used for maintenance operations.
_ Pruning was the most time n ming of this nategmw remﬂring 43 percent
of this totals
Eandu.ng operations required L2.h pmmnt of the time spent per acre
with picking aeemn'ng for 73 percent of ‘w%.al time thus aperm g |
¥arketing eperations required 13.8 percent ,@f‘ all %dme spent, and
sorting and grading were responsible for fé’f ‘peﬁantﬁ
Total receipts averaged §330 per acre and #1476 per bushel, leaving
awfagw net returns of $+23 per bushels
 In a sort made of the 55 records the enterprises with an average of
5.1 acres returned a met above coste of $106 per acre o the operators
w*t@rpriseé of fewer or lm-'gér‘ ascreages than this group did nob
show as favorable net returns. |
Parmers with high yields. are most llxely to operate with low wnitb -
costse The operators who oi;tamd less than 120 bushels of peaches per
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‘gere had costs that averaged §2.27 per bushel, whils those with y‘i@lﬁe
300 bushels and over had unit costs of §1.07, . o

There was no consistent relationship betwsen the andunt of man houss
spent per asgre im production and the cost per mhal. The amount of man
howrs spent did show a pesitive relationship to the yields dbtaimed per
aore. ' '

The oporators who peddled their peaches received the highest net
returng. ‘Elm fact that some operators could ai’fwﬁw@ly s8ll this way
was probably made poseible by most of the peach producers diazming of
thedr evop through other channelas

The lowest oost @r@mm had high yields, mallmthm«avwa@waﬁw
ammm@es, ama move than the aversge nuwber of man hours: nsed in the
‘pwauwbiw process. '

% m immﬂant ta mwe&a ﬁa the peach industey for the mmw
to obtain ha%wr %mm mrage performance in as many avenues of effort as
: 'zms@:mle»

 GONCLUSTONS

~ In the smalyses presented a rather meiﬁmﬁ assoeiation aenmd to
be manifest between yield per acre and wan hours of labor apent Per Bore.
Toe extent of which the extra hours of man labor ¥esulted in better
yields per acre, or the expenditure of more lahor was ‘necessitated by
‘extra yields is not knowns ‘The consistency of the relationship would
suggest, however, that amy consideration of labor requirements in peach
production must be thought of in terms of a certain level of pmuﬁ%m
Heonce, labor requiremembs of this study were 1%5 hours of man labor per
. sore when yields were 190 bushels per acre.

. The level of costs will change with economic conditions bub the
composition of costs will remain Jahnn‘é the saue ay long as rethods of




production are unchangeds The *mal cost of producing peaches on 58
enterprises in Washington County and Box Elder-Weber avea ineluded
material costs which were 15 percent of the total, overhead coste of
29 percent, power costs of 12 percent, and man labor costs of Lk pergents
These ratios of cost items are likely to remain the same until different
methods of production are introduced. .
The average enterprise in the study of 8% farms in Washingbon -
County and the Box Mmﬁ%&r area in 1947 wade only moderate retwrns
eonsidering the nature of the enterprise and the circumstances mﬁw which
production was carried ons The net returns of $43 per aore or 23 cents
per bushel were obbained with yields of 190 bushel per acre and an
‘average price received per bushel of $1.76, The circumstances of prow
duction were such thet favorable yields were obtained bul cost and price
r@la’&imsmps would not permit a return sufficlent to compes
risk involved under average conditioms. In relation ‘fm other fars entere
‘prises, the 1947 production of peaches in the aveas studied is pmbably |

gate for the

| not Wazyf&ﬂmbm. ‘ . o
- Ehe contact wﬁ}h‘ the peach produsers in ﬂw area studied reveals the
fact that several in@ﬂrtam market echannels exist for the peach crop and
that they perhaps all bear a significant relationship to the industry.
Operators in 1947 disposed of thelr orop through mé&ngg#s’ assoclations,
through sale Lo ruckers, through house-to-house peddli ., |
congwmer, and through sale to eanners for processing purposes. The
assooclations weve primarily interested in wwi'-state shipment and their
efforts together with that of the processors relieves the pressure of
local production on the h@m market and make possible %he sala of mwhm
looally at a remmerative rate to the produeers ‘ ‘
In some ingbances, both beosuse of quality as related to ripeness and
b@wase of location, the tmekar who. mmhaaes the fmit a‘a the orchapd
furnishes the only outlet for the peach erops
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ZCrop Year

Operator

APPENDIX

PEACH ENTERFRISE SURVEY

Utah Agricultural Experiment Station
Department of Agricultural Economics

Location

Community

1994
YR

(Record Number)

Pe Oe

Acres in peaches

Uther fruit

Other cultivated acres

Total cultivated land e

Acres other land

Value per acre

Value per acre

acres

Value per acré §

Velue per acre

€™

£

Total value §. . ..

Total value G .

Total value 4eeeo

Total value .

Total acres — Total value all land o
Total value of capital in:
Farm buildings % ——— Amount charged to peaches /S
Farm equipment @ Amount charged to peaches $
Livestock inc. horses §&
Total farm value § ——— Total capital charged to peaches A
(Crop Production)
‘ |_Noe trees | | _Value of orchard
Crop Age | Bearing Non- Acres | Yield Total Per Total
_ } bearing product acre
j
1. j
2 ]
Z. i
3
4..
XXX oo ook |
XXX
XXX | XXXXXX XXX i
XOOXX | XXOOXX | OKKX e ——
o0 | 300000K | J000KKK | , XXX 000K
XXX moocxixm_i : TOEXX. XXXXKXK
- 1 .
XXX | Xo0OXXX XXX f XXX XXX
X0 | XO00K00K | 000K M XK XX
TOTAL XXX i o
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LIVESTOCK

1990

Kind

,évg.

Ve lue

5.,

Total |

Eind

Horses

Avge

Hogs

! AVgo
No.

Value

AvZe |

Tgtal

Dairy Cows

Hens

Beef Cattle

Turkeys

Sheep

Total

:0.0.0.¢

MACHINERY AND BUILDINGS

Kind

‘Beg.

Age i value

Repairs

Depe

{ End,

valae |value

| Avge .

Charged to peaches

percent

value

repairs

deprec

Sprayer

Grader

Ladders

Picking equipe

Spreads r

Plow

Harrow

Disk

Level

Ditcher

Cultivators

Wagons

All other *

Total

Machine Shed

Packing Shed

All other Blge#**

Total Blgs

XXX

% Includes, tractor, truck, motors, etce
#+ Includes, house, barns, coops, etce
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OPERATIONS PERFORMED BY OFERATOR AND FAMILY LABOR

T
Noe Man Horse Tractor Truck ogziitor

opsf H iR iAmto/H : R iAmte |H R Amts H | R |Amt.|& family

S S

Operator

Ma intenance:

Fert. lanure

e COmmercial

...............................

.Disposal of Brush

-8Bl o S P B P S G DO U ON SO U PO A PO SO PP

..Cover. .Crops

_Total lmintenance

Handling Costs;
SThinning..ooo

- Propping.. ...
.. Scattering Boxes . |

Hauling %o gggéng

] i
OO U PRUSOURSOPTOIY NISIUSOO! SOOI T o U TOU RS U SO0 SPOSURU OSSOSOt SR SOTROOP SR
Total Handling R o R ,

Marketing Costs:

Total Operator & Family.

s S, (PO P

Convert children's labor to man hsaféwbﬁ.féllowing scale: 16 & over ééﬁ;iémiwaén, .
15-16 cquals 7/3, 14-15 equals 3/4, 13~14 equals 5/8, 12-13 equals %) 11-12 equals 3.
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1996
OPERATIONS PERFORMED BY HIRED LABOR
Operation No.| Man Horse Tractor | Truck | Total {gﬁg% &
_|opeH iR {Ambo/H ! R iAmy H | R Ambs H: R Amba power

————

Maintenance:
Ferte Manure

Commercial

.ummeunimg ...... ..

..........

.. Plowing

Mowing
Hoeing U SRV SOOI SOV SR e
Discing & Harrowin,
Irrigating
Spraying
Cover Crops

k]

Misc.w

Total Maintenance

Handling Costs:
Thimning

weSoaktering. Boxes. Lo fode e PR JOVROTN NETSVRE SO SUNOIN A

Picking
Hauling to ﬁgggéng

.......................

e Sorting & Grading

Packing . ol
Total .Handling
Marketing Costs:
Storage
..... -Hauling.to market
STIN SRR WOUUN (ORI NI SN SN SRS UUUNS NEDUINS SRS SN (AU SO RGNS SO SR
Misce

Total llarketing

Total Hired . | L. i T
..Total Operator & Fanily - :

Grand Total : , : % :
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1992

PEACH SAILES

(Bu.) | per wif received :

Variety Grade| Am't Price Total | To Whom Sold Location

S R ‘
= — i
o = e !

—— e i s i i Ll o P | .

o
1 ,
|
i I ——
.‘;‘otal ‘ . ¥ L S
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1989
PEACH SUMMARY AND EXPENSE
LATERIAL _COSTS TNTEREST ON _MONEY IN _CROP
o Them -{Lime | Quant Price.Cost_ _ Item L Am't, Time .|, Int.
W ¥ ” %
Fertilizers: Maintenance Costs _
Barnyard ;
Commercial Handling Costs b
' }
e e me e e e e P . T | U OU VIR AU SR S m\.__i‘
Bu. Boxes - e Fertilizers . _. ...\ | ... ]
1 Baskets ' _ L -
Lug Boxes L
i Containers
Picking Boxes
...S.pra_ym e e T S e - ,§P3'_ay e e e
t
Packing Material [ Misc, ,
' Total xooxx oo 1Y
Total XX | BF . XX SUMMARY
FIXED OVERHEAD CHARGES Total Received
Material Costs
| Int, on loney in crop Overhead Costs = _ |
Int. on Capital Operator & Family Labor Costs
.|Blge. Upkeep and Deps _|t Hired labor, labor Costs . | .
Equipe. Reps and Dep. Operators' Power Costs
Deps on Trees Hired Power Costs
ppxess . Land Total Costs 1
i __Water and Drainage Net Returns to Enterprise
Fees. Number of Acres
.Insurance . Number_of Bushels .
| Family Car Total Received Per Acre
Telephone . _Net Returns Per Acre
Total Received Per Bua
_ Net Returns Per Bue
! Total Men Hours
Total Man Hours Per Acre




1.
2

3.

R et

4,

Se

hly
1991

Number of years farming

Number of years experience producing peaches

Menbership in farmers' organization:

Fruit marketing cooperative

(Name )
Form! Bureau? ‘Other marketing cooperatives

(Yes) (No) (Number )

Is a system of removal and replacement of trees practiced?

(Yes) (o)

In the past 6 years, how many years was the crop damaged by frost, insects, of

hail an appreciable amount? (Show in percent., )

6e

Te

8e

9

10.

Ttem 1947 1946 1945 1944 1943 1942
Frost
Insects
Deseasse
Storm
What was the acreage of peaches on this ferm in 1940 1935
Future plans for enterprise are %to: Increase acregDecrease

Remain same

ac.

That is the estimated productive life of a peach tree?

What was the market value of this orchard per acre in 1945

1940 1935 1930

Describe soil type and management practice carriéd on in this orchard

11,

v

Amount of menure applied per acre 1946 19456 1940

Amount of commsrciel fertilizer 1946 1945 1940




L5
1993

| 12. Do you receive greater profits from the sale of graded or

| ungraded fruit?
13, Vhat percent of the customers that you sell to are steady repesat customers?
%

14, Vhat percent of the customers ask for graded fruit?

15, That percent of the customers ask for graded frult of uniform size %

16. Can Utah peaches successfully compete with out~of-state peaches?
(Yes)

(Wo)

17. Should something be done to promote greater consumption of peaches locally?

(Yes) (No) | (What)

18, What needed changes do you see in the marketing of the crop?

19, Is roadside selling of peaches worthwhile?

20, Are patrons of roadside fruit stands satisfied with the productl

2le Cost of growing orchard

Value of peach orchard land minus trees 4 per acre. Cost of

removing stumps per acre.

(Date ) (Enumerator) (Checked by)
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