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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Marketmg programs that operate under either fed-

eral or state legislation are industry-initiated, self-fi-
nanced, and government-mandated. Federal market-
ing orders and state marketing programs have a long
tradition and have been an important part of Cali-

fornia agriculture. As of May, 1995, there were 48
state marketing programs and 13 federal marketing

orders in California. The number of state marketing
programs has been increasing, while the number of

federal marketing orders has been declining. A to-

tal of 24 new state programs were added since 1980

~ and 15 were terminated. Of the 17 federal marketing
orders operating in 1993, four were eliminated by
May 1995, with none added. _ -
Three types of state marketing programs are cur-
_rently in use in California: marketing orders, com-
" missions and councils. All state marketing orders are
authorized by the California Marketing Act of 1937,

_ __wherea.s commodity commissions and councils are

authorized by specific laws. - ‘Each administrative

body is authorlzed to collec:t assessments fr_‘

':,_'f;aggregate those for fruit crops, in aggregate, ex-
ceeded one percent, and in recent years they

rized market:mg program act1v1t1es includec[umti

controls, market promotion, research and develop_:g;r:_-.-
ment, container or pack regulations, and quahty start- -

dards and inspection.

- Various types of quantlty (volume) controle are |
authorized under the federal law, but they are no -
longer a standard practice for state marketing pro-

grams. Quality controls are also more common in

- federal programs than in state programs. Most state
marketing programs focus on research and promo-

tion. Quality standards and inspection are more com-
mon for the commodities that are processed or dried
such as dried figs, canning cling peaches, processed

strawberries, and processed tomatoes. Of the 48 state -

- marketing programs, seven operate quahty inspec-
tions. |
The majority of California's state marketing pro-
‘grams are for fruits, nuts and vegetables. There are
20 programs for fruits and nuts, 11 programs for veg-

etables, eight for animal products (dairy, eggs, beef,
- and seafood), four for grains, and five for miscella-
neous products. While state marketing programs

have traditionally had a strong representation in the

fruit industry, recent expansion was into coverage of

- more vegetable crops. Five of 11 programs for veg-
_ etables were added in the late 1980s.

The growmg role of state marketmg programsis
also evident in the growth in their budgets, partly
because an increasing proportion of production
value has been withheld for marketing programs.

* Since 1988, budgets for state marketing programs in

California have totaled over $100 million annually.

- From about 0.2 percent of production value two de-

cades ago, the total marketing program budget is now
close to one percent of production value. In 1992,
marketing programs spent $117 million; $86 million

 (74%) was spent on promotion, $9 million (8%) on

research, and the remaining $22 million (19%) onad-
ministration and miscellaneous activities (such as in-
spections). Promotion budgets grew as fast as the
total marketing program budget. Research budgets
have remained a small constant share, less than 0.1

- percent of production value.

_The intensity of marketing programs measured

: by the total marketing program budget as a share of

producﬂon value, differs across commodity catego-
hile the intensity is close to one percent in

reached as high as two percent. This contrasts with

- vegetables or animal products whose marketing pro-
‘gram intensities fluctuated around 0.3 percent.

- Commodity specific patterns extend to the allo-

- cation of promotion and research budgets. Market-
‘ing programs for tree crops and animal products

focus on promotion, while those for field crops and
vegetables tend to focus more on research. For ex-
ample, programs for tree crops allocated an average

‘of about 60 percent of their budget to promotion and

less than 20 percent to research. However, vegetable
programs allocated about 20 percent of their bud-
gets to promotion and 40 to 60 percent to research.

* The most extreme case was found with programs for

animal products (dairy, eggs, and beef): promotion

- budgets ranged around 60 and 70 percent of total

budgets, with little research (less than 10 percent of
their total budget). Some of the largest programs
spent little on research, which explains why only
elght percent of the state marketmg program budget .

‘in total was spent on research



INTRODUCTION

California agricultural producers have a long tradi-

‘tion of group action to deal with marketing problems.
Their initial efforts during the early 1900's focused
- on the organization of marketing cooperatives. While
they initially enjoyed some short-run successes in vol-
‘untary quality control and supply management pro-
grams, free-rider problems doomed most of their
early attempts to enhance product prices. When mar-

‘keting order legislation was-enacted, the organized

commodity groups were well-prepared to embrace
both state and federal marketing order programs to
correct free rider problems.

Working with the appropriate government Offl-_ _
cials and legislators, California producers have orga-
nized and approved a mix of state and federal mar- N

keting orders, commodity commissions and commod-
ity councils. These programs, which operate under
broad enabling legislation and individual statutes,
covered more than 50 percent of California ‘agricul-

tural commodities in 1995, based on value (Tabie 1).

Marketing programs have been especia ly 31 .5: ificant
for Cahforma frult nut, and vegefa;bre m

As the number and functions fer marketmg pm—
grams in California have grown in recent years, the

- economic merit of the programs has been Increasingly

questioned. Government sponsored commodity mar-
keting programs are often considered “voluntary” be-

cause they are initiated, approved, and financed by

the industry, and they can be terminated by an in- -
dustry referendum. However, once approved by an
industry vote, program assessments are mandatory,
and the mandatory nature of assessments has been
sub]ect to considerable legal challenge.! -+

- Despite their importance, the literature describ-
mg California marketing programs is sparse and out
of date (French et al.; Gunn). This study provides a
comprehensive status report on California market-
ing programs from a historical perspective. We first

- describe how the féderal and state’ marketjng pro-
. grams work.  We then fecus on state pregrame, and

- examine the importance of the mark
. m ea”_'-* mdustry, using b fdget flgm'es The core of

eting program

ortis-devoted to analyzing historical pro gram

= budgém by activity and by industry,

Table 1 Value Shares of Commo&mes Under Cahfornla Marketm Pro rams, 1993 '

_ _ Value of Productmn | R
. California' - Commodities Under Ratio of Value
Category™* - Total Marketing Programs** Under Marketing
($1000)  ($1000) Programs to CA Total

Field Crops 3,125,108 557,582 018
Fruits and Nuts 5,701,396 2,948,804 052

_Vegetables 4,206,762 2,765,730 066
Amrnal Products 5,233,145 4455566 085
Nursery 1,920,876 241042 . 013

~ Total 20,187,287 10,968,724 10.54

¥ Flshery and forestry are excludecl

**  Commodities liste

below are based on 1995 marke’nng programs However, value of productmn data

‘used here are based on 1993 because 1993 was the most recent year for Whlch conmstent value

- data were available for various categories.

Source: California Agriculture Statlstlcal Rev1ew 1‘-993 and other marketin“g pro'gi'am 'materials;

! The U.S. Supreme Court is now scheduled to review the marketmg program for Callfomla peaches, plums and nectarines dunng the
1996!1997 term.- The outcome of this case could affect mlllwns of dollars worth of agricultural promotion.



LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND

Federal marketing orders, first authorized in the

Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933 (AAA), were
developed as part of government efforts to increase
~ and stabilize farm incomes during the 1930s. After

the AAA was terminated, portions related to mar-

keting orders and agreements were revised and re-
enacted as the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act
of 1937 (AMAA). California enacted similar legisla-
tion, the California Marketing Act of 1937, at the same

time. These acts, with amendments, continue toserve
as the enablmg legislation for marketmg orders a.nd

- agreements in California.? .
Federal marketing orders can cover a productlon

- reglon in more than one state, while state marketing

~ programs are restricted to commodities produced
within individual states.?> Federal marketing orders
tend to focus on quality regulations and sometimes
volume controls, while state marketing programs
tend to focus more on research programs and pro-
motion.* Federal marketing orders are applicable to

milk and specified groups of trurt vegetabhs and ,

other specialty crops, whi rketir
are available for all commodltres¢ L

~ Both federal and state marketing programs are
industry-initiated and sponsored by producers, and
sometimes handlers of a commodity. With market-

~ ing programs, the industry affected by the program

can institute production and marketing research and
development projects, conduct advertising and pro-

- motion programs, specify quality standards, stan-
dardize packs or containers, and smooth the flow of

the commodity to market or permit only a certain
portion of the crop to move into specified outlets.

- California marketing programs tend to specialize in

one or two of the above selection (i.e., advertising.
and quality standards, or research). -

Three types of state: marketmg grams are o

avaulable to California producers: marketing orders,
commissions and councils. All state markehng or—_
of 1937, whereas commissions and councils are au-

ders are authorized by the California Marke

thorized by separate specific laws. Some of the earli-
est councils include the Dairy Council of California

established in 1945 and the Beef Council in 1957. The

earliest commission, the California Table Grape Com-
mission, dates back to 1968. -
While the stated purposes of the state marketmg

- programs established under these various laws are

to develop more efficient and equitable marketing
and to aid producers in maintaining their purchas-
ing power, marketing programs authorized under
different legislation tend to operate 's]ightly differ-
ently (CDFA 1985). In general, the commission laws
tend to provide industry groups with more autonomy
and administrative freedom than allowed by mar-
keting orders (see the discussion under finance). At
the same time, council laws tend to place more em-

- phasis on generating and disseminating public in-

formation about health and welfare. For example,

one of the main functions of the Dairy Council is to
provide the industry a means of market development -

through public educatlon on nutrition.

2 Marketing orders and agreements geﬁerally are spoken |
- of synonymously. The basic difference is that agreements

are signed contracts between the Secretary of Agriculture
and individual handlers of a particular commod1ty ‘They

-~ are voluntary and affect only the handlers who sign. An
- order, on the other hand, is usually initiated by growers,
“and when in effect it regulates the handling operations of

all handlers in the relevant production or marketing area

whether or not they SIgn ‘the accompanymg agreement
(Farrell and Wood) | |

3 State marketing programs mclude commissions and
councils as well as marketing orders. Federal marketing
programs are referred to as federal marketmg orders

* This focus tends to be based on evolution of the legisla-

tion; federal orders did not allow advertlsmg and promo-
~ tion until they were amended in 1962.



The provisions of each program specify the rules

for program establishment, funding, and activities al-

lowed. While federal and California state programs
have similar provisions, they differ in detail. We first
discuss the provisions of the state programs with dis-
cussion of federal programs in a later section.

‘3.1 California Marketing Programs

3.1.1 Program Initiation, Enact:ment Amendment
and Termmatlon L

Procedures mvolved in instituting marketmg or-
ders, commissions, and councils are, in general, simi-
lar to the procedure originally established for mar-
keting orders by the California Marketmg Act of 1937.
However, some major differences exist in legislative
- procedures. While a marketing order can be estab-
lished with an industry consensus, a commission or

a council requires special legislation. Existing mar-

keting programs can also be amended or terminated.
The procedures to initiate, enact, amend and termi-
nate a marketmg program are descnbed below -

Marketing Orders _ - S o

_ Marketmg orders are 1n1t1ated by the mdustry
(the same is true for commissions and councils). First,

a preliminary draft of the marketing order is prepared

by the California Department of Food and Agricul-

ture (CDFA) and an industry committee. A public

hearing is held on the proposed provisions in the draft

order, to determine whether it is in the interest of the -

industry and in the public interest. The last legal re-
quirement before instituting a marketing order is to

obtain approval of the proposal by an industry vote.

- Approval by producers requires support from at
least 65 percent of all producers by number who
produced more than 50 percent of the total volume
of the commodity produced for a market in a given
period, or more than 50 percent of all producers by
number who produced at least 65 percent of total
volume produced for market. Lists of producers for
voting are usually developed from information sub-

mitted by handlers as required by the Secretary of
Food and Agriculture (referred to in the rest of the

report as the director).

If a marketing order directly affects handlers
approval is required by at least 65 percent of all han-
dlers by number or by handlers who handled at least

65 percent of the total volume of the commodity in

PROGRAM ESTABLISHMENT

the preceding season. In the case of processed com-
modities, assent by at least 65 percent of all proces-
sors of the commodity, both by numbers and by
volume, is required: The proposed marketing order

‘may be made effective by the director with an Order

of the Director, once the industry has given the re-
quired approval (CDFA 1985). While the whole pro-
cess from the drafting of a program to final approval
by the director normally takes four to six months,

- obtaining an mdustry consensus can be a lengthy
~ process. -

Amendments to a marketing order, other than
minor amendments, must be developed in the same
manner as the original order. Amendments must be
discussed at a public hearing and submitted for a vote
before they may become effective. When a termina-
tion date is specified in the order, termmatxon is au-
tomatic. A marketing order may also include a pro-

~.vision that requires periodic reapproval of the order
- by an mdustry vote. Otherwise, a public hearing
must be held at least once every five years to ascer-

tain industry opinion on the effectiveness and need

for continuation of the order. A public hearing can
~ be also requested by a petition of at least 25 percent

by number and volume of producers or handlers af-

- fected. A marketing order can also be terminated at

the industry request, with the approval of more than
50 percent of producers who produce more than 50
percent of the product volume. If a marketing order
1s inactive for three consecutive seasons, the director
can terminate the order without a pubhc hearmg or

- vote.

| Commzsszons and Counczls

The initial procedure for estabhshmg a commis-
sion or a council is the same for each of the two.
With industry initiation, commission or council laws

‘are developed as assembly or senate bills. If the bill

is passed in the state legislature, with the Governor’s

signature the law goes into effect. A council is estab-
lished with the passage of the council law, but a com-
mission also requires an industry referendum. The

referendum requirements for approval of a commis-
sion are the same as those of the marketing order.

- Unlike marketing orders, the process does not involve
a public hearing, but obtaining legmlatwe passage -

can be a lengthy procedure.
Existing commission or council laws may be
amended and terminated by an industry referendum.



Most commission programs hold referenda every
five years to consider their continuation or termina-

tion. With a two-thirds vote of the commission mem-
bers, the commission may recommend to the
director that operations be suspended. Producers

or handlers may also petition the director to suspend .

the operation of the commission.

Provisions for continuation or termination dif-
fer. among councils. For example, the Beef Council

remains operative permanently unless a referendum
among the state’s producers is triggered by the di-
rector, while the Dairy Council has a more conven-
tional continuation procedure—every four years, the

director holds a pubhc hearing to. dec1de whether.

the council shall stay in effect.

3.1.2 Finance

All California marketing programs are self-fi-
nanced. Each producer and handler directly affected
pays an assessment levied on each unit or on the
value of the commodity marketed, to provide funds
to cover costs incurred in the formulation, operation,
and enforcement of the program (including state
- government administrative expenditures).

The California Marketing Act provides for cer-
tain maximum assessment rates that may be col-
lected under a marketing order. The maximum
amount for administrative purposes (rent, insurance,
staff salaries) is 2.5 percent of the gross dollar vol-
ume of sales by producers to handlers. For orders

involving advertising and promotion, : an assessment

should not exceed 4 percent of the gross dollar vol-

ume of sales. A maximum of 6.5 percent can be lev-.

ied on both producers and handlers if both are di-
rectly affected by the marketing order.

Marketing program assessment rates are pro-

posed by the industry and requlre approval by the
director each marketing year. When the program

deals with produce both for fresh and processmguse, -

separate assessment rates apply. Handlers and pro-
cessors are usually required to pay the assessment

on behalf of the producers from whom they receive
the product in order to facilitate the collection of the |
program’s assessments. Handlers and processors.

may in turn deduct such assessment payments from
any money owed to their producers For example,
the marketing order for processing cling peaches

established a producer assessment rate of $5 per

ton delivered to the processor and a processor as-
sessment rate of $3 per ton of cling peaches accepted
~ for processing during the 1995-96 crop season (Or-
der of the Secretary of Food and Agriculture). For
convenience in making collections, each processor
is required to remit the assessments of $8 per ton on

: behalt_ of both producers and the processor to the
- Cling Peach Advisory Board, and deduct $5 from the

payment owed to producers. While the marketing
group usually receives the assessments directly, the
Marketing Branch of CDFA handles the collection of

~any delmquent assessments.

A major difference between market:mg orders and
the other marketmg programs is that commissions and
councils have more autonomy in allocating their bud-

gets.. Each marketmg order board is required to sub-
‘mit quarterly statements of income and expenditures,
in addition to obtaining the approval of its annual

budget by CDFA. However, commissions and coun-
cils are not subject to such requirements. They can
develop their own operating plans (thus budgets), and
appoint their own managers and advisory boards,
without prior approval of the director.

3.2 Federal Marketing Orders

The enabling leglslatlon for federal marketing
orders was amended in 1961 to include all agricul-
tural commodities except those specifically excluded
in the amending legislation (Farrell and Wood). There
were 36 active (6 are inactive) federal marketing or-
ders for fruits, vegetables, nuts, and specialty crops

in January 1995, 12 fewer than in 1981 (Neff and Plato)

(Appendix Table 1). Of the 36 federal orders, 13 were |
- effective for California crops as of January, 1995.°

A federal marketing order generally is initiated
by a written proposal from handlers and producers
to the Secretary of Agriculture. After initiation, the

- regulations promulgated under the Agncultural Mar-
' ketmg Agreement Act (AMAA) require a public hear-
ing for all interested parties to offer comments on

the proposal. The Secretary of Agriculture has the
authority to determine, based on the outcome of the
hearing, whether the proposal serves the public in-
terest. If approved by the Secretary, a referendum is

- held, in which two-thirds of the producers, or pro-

ducers representing two-thirds of the volume pro-
duced in the proposed marketing order area, must

vote to adopt the order. If an order is to be issued

with a marketing agreement, handlers who have
handled not less than 50 percent of the total volume
of the commodity covered by the order must sign the

- marketing agreement (Neff and Plato).

5 The three federal orders for Callfomla-AHZOna citrus (lemons,

Valencia oranges, and Navel oranges) were terminated in August
1994. |



- AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES

Both federal and state marketing programs may
contain provisions for one or more of the following
six types of activities: 1) generic advertising and sales
promotion; 2) production, processing and market-
ing research; 3) quality regulations with inspection;
4) supply management or volume control; 5) stan-
dardization of containers or packs; and 6) prohibi-
tion of unfair trade practices. Quality standards and
supply management are regulatory in nature while
advertising and research are nonregulatory, market

support programs. Category (6) has been used very

infrequently (Nuckton and French).! These activi-
ties are authorized by AMAA for federal marketing
orders, and by the California Marketing Act for the
state marketing orders. Patterned after state market-
ing orders, commission and council laws also include
provisions authorizing similar activities, @=~

An important distinction between state and fed-
eral marketing programs arises with respect to ac-
tivities authorized. Various types of quantity (vol-
ume) controls are authorized under both federal and
state law. However, state programs typically focus
on research and promotion activities. Volume con-

trols are not common practice under the state law.

Quality controls are also more common in federal pro-
grams than in state programs. Of the 48 existing state
marketing programs, 11 are authorized to exercise
quality controls and only seven are active.

A major exception to the above discussion is the
California state marketing order for milk. California
1s the only major dairy producing state that operates
outside the federal milk marketing order system.
California law and regulations provide for price pool-
ing, classified pricing by end use, and a quota sys-
tem, that together determine individual producer
revenues. This program is quite distinct from the
other state marketing programs and is not analyzed
in the present paper. For a description and analysis

of this program the reader is referred to Sumner and
Wolf (1995) and Ekboir, Sumner, and Wolf (1995).

® The most common use has been to comply with regulations
about price posting so that growers will know what price they
are to be paid for current deliveries. Since the mid-1960s, it has
only been applied to cling peaches, strawberries for processing,
and pistachios, under the California Act. |

7 The Federal orders for almonds, hazelnuts and olives permit
brand advertising credits but these credits are not presently be-
ing used (Powers, p.20)

4.1 Advertising and Promotion

Generic advertising and commodity promotion
are designed to increase demand and prices for arela-
tively homogeneous commodity produced by many
farmers. - Advertising and promotion include con-
sumer education and public relations. Media used
for these activities include television, radio, newspa-
pers, mass circulation magazines, and cooking dem-
onstrations. From an expenditure standpoint, adver-
tising and promotion is the most important market-
ing activity. (In what follows, advertising and other
types of promotion are referred to as promotion.)

- Most commodity groups focus on generic pro-
motion. A successful promotion, thus, usually re-
quires that the commodity group accounts for a high
proportion of the supply of the commodity: Califor-
nia producers are particularly active in promotion,
given that California is the major or only U.S. pro-
ducer of such specialty crops as almonds, avocados,

‘pistachios, prunes, walnuts, kiwifruit, olives, table

grapes and artichokes. Because California produc-
ers control most of the supply of these crops, they
are in a position to capture the benefits from adver-
tising to increase demand for them (Carman et al)’

In addition to self-financed promotion, supple-
mental federal and state funding is sometimes avail-
able to these commodity groups. The U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture grants promotion funds through

Figure 1 .; 1992 Promotion Expenditure Shares by Crop
| (Total California Promotion Budget
for State Marketing Programs = $86 million)




the Market Access Program (MAP) (formerly, Tar-

geted Export Access program (prior to 1990) and Mar-

ket Promotion Program (prior to 1996)), and CDFA
makes funds available through the Export Program.
These funds are specifically targeted for promotion
of US. (for MAP) and California (for state funding)
farm products in overseas markets.

4.2 Research

Research provisions permit the industry to use
program funds to conduct farm-related and off-farm
(post-harvest) research and development projects
to improve the production, distribution, and con-
sumption of the commodity covered. Farm-related
research may include, for example, control or eradi-
cation of insects and diseases and the development
of new varieties resistant to a certain disease or with
better handling properties. Off-farm research in-
cludes such efforts as developing a package that ex-
tends shelf-life, or evaluating potential marketing
opportunities. Any production or processing research
carried out under a California marketing order, re-
quires joint selection and approval by the Vice Presi-
dent for Agriculture and Natural Resources of the
University of California, and the marketing order
board. The research projects are performed by the uni-
versity unless research facilities are unavailable.

Figure 2: 1992 Research Expenditure Sh#res. by Crop
(Total California Research Budget =~
for State Marketing Programs = $8.7 million)-

4.3 Quality Standards

Quality standards include such items as mini-
mum size, grade, minimum sugar content, and ma-

turity requirements for the commodity marketed.
Regulations on quality standards are intended to
maintain or enhance market demand by keeping in-
ferior products from the market. In order to set grade
standards through a federal or state marketing pro-
gram, there must be no federal minimum grade
standards applied to the domestlc ‘market for that
product. =~

Marketing programs can provide mandatory in-
spection to enforce minimum standards. On the other
hand, inspection relating to California minimum stan-
dards in the Food and Agricultural Code is not man-
datory (CDFA). All minimum grade standards es-
tablished in the California Food and Agricultural

‘Code apply only to commodities that are marketed
~in fresh form. Therefore, state marketing programs

are often used to regulate the quality of the pmducts
for processing use.

4.4 Volume Control

Supply management authorizes farm commod-
ity groups to legally regulate the supply of agricul-
tural products. Quantity provisions regulate the to-
tal volume that can be marketed, how the product
will be used (fresh vs. processed), or the flow of prod-
ucts into the market. Various volume control meth-
ods have been used. Reserve pools are used to limit
supply to a particular end-use or to manage supply
within and across crop years (Alston et al.). Flow-
to-market restrictions regulate the amount of prod-

uct shipped to a given market durmg a given time

period.

One role of supply management is to minimize
product shortages or gluts in the market by evening
out flow of the commodity to the market. However,
volume controls have been controversial. The de-

bate concerns whether the industry exercises mo-

nopoly power to the detriment of consumers through
legal means of marketing programs. Volume con-
trols are generally implemented under federal orders
and have not been used by any state marketing or-
der since the 1970s (CDFA).

- 4.5 Standardization of containers or packs

These requirements fix the size, capacity, weight,
dimensions or packing of the container that handlers
must use in the packaging, sale, shipment, or han-
dling of produce. Standardization of containers and
packages can lower marketing costs by eliminating
deceptive pricing or by lowering handling and
transportation costs. However, as with quality con-
trols and supply controls, requiring these standards
has not been without controversy.



Table 2. Value Shares of Commodities Under California Marketing Programs, 1993

Value of Production

California Commodities Under Ratio of Value
Category* = Total Marketing Programs** | Under Marketing
- ($1000) | - ($1000) - Programs to CA Total
Field 3,125,108 | 557,582 0.18
Crops | o Including =
Alfalfa Seed 34,100 - . Wheat 141,390
Dry Beans 76,571 - - Wild Rice 5,560
Rice 299,961 -
Fruits 5701,396 o 2,948,804 | 0.52
and Nuts | | - Including
|  Apples 138,320 | Pears 78,848
Apricots 31,993 | Pistachios 162,640
Avocados 117,939 Plums 93,954
Cherries 43,203 Prunes 140,360
Citrus 745,100  Fr. Strawberries 457,808
Figs 24,592 Proc. Strawberries 92,531
Kiwifruit 17,413 Table Grapes 326,070
Cling Peaches 113,033 Walnuts 364,000
Vegetables . 4,206,762 2,765,730 | 0.66
Artichokes 45,499 Melons 233,043
- Asparagus 88,900 Peppers 149,057
Fresh Carrots 195,172 Potatoes 189,636
Celery 230,545 Fresh Tomatoes 267,300
Iceberg Lettuce 837,540 Proc. Tomatoes 92,531
Animal 5,233,145 4,455,566 | (0L.85
Products | Including - |
Dairy 2,662,824 ~ Beef 1,526,230
Eggs 266,512 |
Nursery 1,920,876 241,042 - 0.13
Includi
Cut Flowers 241,042
Total 20,187,287 - 10,968,724 - 0.54

*  Fishery and forestry are excluded. |
*  Commodities listed below are based on 1995 marketing programs. However, value of production data

used here are based on 1993 because 1993 was the most recent year for which consistent value
data were available for various categories.

Source. California Agriculture Statistical Review 1993 and other marketing program materials.
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RECENT MARKETING PROGRAMS IN CALIFORNIA

In 1995, the state had 48 active marketing programs
including 28 marketing orders and agreements, 16
commissions, and four councils. The importance of
these marketing programs in the state’s agriculture
is indicated by the fact that state marketing programs
cover more than half of value of the state’s agricul-
tural products (this figure excludes fishery and for-
estry products). Table 2 shows commodity value un-
der state marketing programs as a proportion of to-
tal commodity value produced in California, for each
commodity category.

California marketing programs cover over
80 percent of the state’s production of animal prod-
ucts. Milk and beef have been among the oldest and
largest program commodities in the state’s market-
ing program history. Next, in terms of value, 66 per-
cent of all vegetable production is covered under state
marketing programs, followed by the fruit and nut
category in which 52 percent of production is cov-
ered by state marketing programs. However, while
fruit and nut crops in California have had a long his-
tory of active marketing programs, such programs
are rather recent for California vegetable industries.
'In the next section, we examine how state marketing
programs have changed over the decades; |

5.1 Evolution of Callforma Marketmg
Programs ;

California marketing programs have undéfgoﬂe
continuing changes since their beginnings in 1937.

While a majority of marketing programs have been |
effective for decades, new programs havebeen added

and many past programs have been either terminated
or consolidated with others. There are now a greater
number of state marketing programs than in the early
1970s; 38 in 1971 increased to 48 in 1995 (Appendix
Table 2). As of January 1995, state marketing pro-
grams included: 1) 28 marketing orders and agree-
ments (including those for alfalfa seed, apricots, arti-
chokes, dry beans, cantaloupes, fresh carrots, celery,
cherries, citrus, figs, iceberg lettuce, melons, milk,

cling peaches, pears, plums, pistachios, potatoes,

prunes, rice handlers, rice research, wild rice, pro-
cessing strawberries, tomatoes, and processing toma-
toes); 2) 16 commissions (including those for apples,
~ asparagus, avocados, eggs, cut flowers, forest prod-

ucts, grape rootstock, kiwifruit, peppers, pistachios,
fresh strawberries, table grapes, walnuts, wheat, Lake

county wine grapes, and Lodi-Woodbridge wine
grapes); and 3) four councils (including those for beef,
dairy, salmon, and seafood).

During the 1970s and the early 1980s, the total
number of marketing programs declined. This de-
cline was mostly due to the termination of multiple
programs that covered the same (or similar) com-
modities. For example, during the 1970s, there were
four marketing orders for various types of peaches:
amarketing order for processing cling peaches, ajoint
marketing order for canning and freezing cling
peaches, a processors’ marketing order for clingstone
peaches, and a marketing order for California fresh
peaches. By 1984, only the joint marketing order for
processing cling peaches remained. A similar situa-
tion existed with pears. Since the 1950s, there were
four marketing orders for pears: fresh Bartlett, fresh
Bartlett promotion, fresh fall and winter pears, and
canning Hardy pears. These programs were either
terminated or consolidated, and now only one pear
program remains. |

The California fruit industries have been actively
involved in marketing programs since their initiation.
For instance, of the 11 marketing programs that were
established prior to 1950 and continued to exist at least
for two decades (since then, some were terminated),
seven were for fruits.® Tree crops continue to have a
strong representation in marketing programs and in
1995 there were 20 programs for fruits and nuts.

Although the total number of marketing pro-
grams has not always increased, the number of com-
modities covered under the marketing programs ex-
panded, and became more diverse over time. Veg-
etables have emerged as an important category of
marketing programs. Only one vegetable crop, let-
tuce, was included in the 11 early commodity mar-
keting programs (prior to 1950). Fowever, over time,
marketing programs for vegetables were steadily
added. In 1971, five programs covered four different
vegetables (artichokes, asparagus, brussels sprouts,
and lettuce). This number increased to seven pro-
grams by the early 1980s, covering artichokes,
celery, iceberg lettuce, melons, potatoes, and fresh

8 These 11 commodities were early apples (established in 1948),
dried figs (1944), desert grapefruit (1941), lettuce (1942), fresh
Bartlett pears (1937), fresh fall and winter pears (1941), poultry
and turkey (1947), raisins (1949), wine (1938), processing pears

(1938), and dairy council (1945).



tomatoes. In the early 1980s, the marketing order for
Brussels sprouts was terminated and the marketing
order for lettuce was split into two programs by ac-
tivity, research and promotion.” There were 11 pro-
grams for vegetables in 1995, covering artichokes,
cantaloupes, carrots, iceberg lettuce, melons, pota-
toes, fresh tomatoes, processing tomatoes, asparagus,
and peppers. | |

The evolution of marketing programs also ex-
tends to the choice of the type of program. Recent
marketing programs have tended to be in the form
of a commission or a council rather than a market-
ing order. In 1980, there were seven comlmssmns,
two councils and 26 marketing orders and agree-
ments, whereas in 1995, marketing programs in-
cluded 16 commissions, four councils, and 28 mar-
keting orders and agreements. This is a 129 percent
increase in the number of commissions and a 100
percent increase in councils, compared to an eight
percent increase in the number of orders and agree-
ments. The recent tendency to form commissions and
councils may be attributable to the greater autonomy
provided under commission and council laws than
under the California Marketing Act of 1937.

Figure 3: 1992 Total Marketing Expenditure by Crop
(Total California Marketing Budget = $116.8 million)

? Lettuce research and promotion were administered by the
Iceberg Lettuce Research Advisory Board and the Iceberg
Lettuce Commission, respectively. The Iceberg Lettuce
Commission was terminated in 1992. |

- 10 These six orders were for Washington peaches, Georgia
peaches, Maine potatoes, Texas valley tomatoes, Florida
celery and South Texas lettuce.

' There were 14 federal orders in California in January 1995,
but the order for California Tokay grapes was terminated
in May 1995. The order for potatoes affects only two north-
ern counties of California, Siskiyou and Modoc counties.
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5.2 Activities of Recent California
Marketing Programs

Appendix Table 3 lists the authorized marketing
activities for all California marketing programs and
shows whether the authorized activities are currently
active or not. As shown in the Table, while market
promotion and research are typical activities of mar-
keting groups (31 programs are engaged in active re-
search and promotion, and 14 are active in either re-
search or promotion), quality standards and inspec-
tion are not (seven active programs). Quality stan--
dards and inspection are more relevant for the com-
modities that are processed or dried such as figs, cling
peaches, processed strawberries, and processed to-
matoes. Furthermore, some programs authorize only
promotion or only research. For example, the pro-
grams for alfalfa seed, celery, citrus research, iceberg
lettuce, melons, and rice research, deal only with re-
search activities. On the other hand, the rice han-
dlers’ marketing program manages only market pro-
motion - activities.

Before being marketed, the commodities that are
subject to quality standards and inspection provisions
are required to be inspected and certified by an agri-
cultural commissioner to ensure compliance with
quahty provisions. The quality standards include
minimum sugar content, maturity standards, color
requirements, size requirements, and other require-
ments for appearance. Quality inspections are usu-
ally performed at the time of packing (“in-line”) for
both shed and field operations. For products sold in
bulk, that are usually designated for processing use,
inspections are performed at the time of unloading
and a certificate of compliance is issued upon
inspection.

5.3 Federal Marketing Orders Affecting
California Commodities

In 1995, there were 42 federal marketing orders
and agreements for fruit, vegetable and specialty
crops. Of these 42, six federal orders were non-func-
tioning because they were either suspended for a
period of time or inactive.”® Thirteen of these federal
marketing orders directly affect California products:
nectarines, peaches, winter pears, kiwifruit, desert
grapes, olives, potatoes, almonds, walnuts, dates,

raisins, dried prunes, and spearmint oil (Appendjx

Table 4).
Regarding activities authorized, quality regula-

“tions are most common. All of the 13 programs af-

fecting California crops, except spearmint oil, have



grade and size regulations, and seven have pack or
container regulations. Quantity controls are, how-

ever, less common—four orders out of ten are autho- -

rized to regulate quantities, but two are inactive.
Market allocation!? and a reserve pool® are autho-
rized for California almonds and raisins (USDA).
Concerning research and promotion activities,
federal and state marketing programs are comple-
mentary with each other. For walnuts, the state pro-
gram conducts promotion and the federal program
conducts research. For potatoes, both federal and
state programs are authorized to conduct research,
with no promotion activity authorized by either.
However, only the state program for potatoes is in
effect with the federal program remaining inactive.
The state program for kiwifruit is currently active for
- both promotion and research while the federal
program for kiwifruit is authorized to conduct re-

search but does not. The federal kiwifruit order is
used for minimum grade and size standards that
complement the state sponsored promotion.

12 A market allocation is a quantity provision in a fruit and
vegetable marketing order specifying a maximum quan-
tity that can be sold for a given use or market. This provi-
sion usually raises producer/handler returns by limiting
supplies in a use for which demand is relatively unrespon-
sive to price, while diverting supplies to a market use with
a more price responsive (elastic) demand. |

13 A reserve pool is a quantity provision in a fruit and veg-
etable marketing order that requires that some marketable
supplies be withheld from the primary (fresh) market for

~ sale in a secondary food market (such as frozen or pro-

11

cessed), for sale in a nonfood use, or for stocks to be sold in
a future marketing year.



" HISTORICAL ALLOCATION OF MARKETING FUNDS

The budgets for California state marketing programs
have totaled over $100 million annually since 1988,
and were $117 million in 1992, the last year for which
we had comparable data (Figures 1-3). The data re-
ported exclude those for the state marketing orders
‘regulating milk prices and quantities, since these
programs are unique and therefore not comparable
with others analyzed here.
nonregulatory programs such as the Dairy Council,
are included.) The total budget in 1992 was more
than five times larger than a decade earlier and was
allocated 74 percent to promotion and eight percent
to research, with the balance allocated to administra-
tion, inspection and other miscellaneous expenses.

A number of factors contributed to the increase

(Note that data for

a proportion of gross value of production, which of-
fers some insight into the size of marketing programs
in relation to total sales. The next section focuses
mostly on the allocation of the marketing budget to
the two most important activities—research and pro-
motion. To examine this, we calculated each activity’s

average share in the total budget for each state mar-
ketmg program. |

6.1 Callfornla Marketmg Expendltures for

in marketing funds in California. First, California

marketing programs expanded progressively over

time to include more agricultural products. One area

of expansion, as previously noted, was into cover-
age of more vegetable crops. In addition to an in-
crease in the number of programs and commodities,
California agricultural industries increased market-
ing volumes. Since marketing funds are assessed on
each unit of sales volume, marketing funds also in-
creased. Further, California agriculture has become
even more diversified as new or previously minor
crops such as kiwifruit and pistachios were devel-

Selected Years

- Appendix Tables 5 through 7 present actual ex-
pendltures of California state marketing programs
for the selected years, 1985, 1990, and 1992. Budget
figures presented include total marketing program
funding (Appendix Table 5), research budgets (Ap-
pendix Table 6), and promotion budgets (Appendix
Table 7). For each budget category, programs are
listed in descending order of their budget size.

In the most recent decade, the marketing pro-

grams for dairy and raisins were the two largest in

- terms of total budget.”® Dairy is the most important

oped into major products. To develop markets for -

these products, commodity groups often sought col-
lective action and used marketing programs. Fur-
ther, as mentioned earlier, supplemental funding
- from state and federal sources also helped commod-
ity groups expand their market promotion activities.!
To assist producers” efforts to expand markets, the
state and federal governments also subsidized export
market promotion through their matching fund
programs. '

The following budget ana1y51s is based largely
on historical budget records of current marketing pro-
grams. Some terminated marketing programs are

included in the data, but not comprehensively. For

this reason, our historical records may not necessar-
ily coincide with the actual total budget numbers and
our figures tend to understate the total budgets of

California marketing programs. More detailed in-

formation is presented in the appendix.

 First, as an overview, actual marketing budget
figures are presented by commodity for selected
years. These budget numbers are then presented as

industry in value in California and given the scale of
this industry, its large marketing budgets are not sur-
prising. The raisin industry is also large. Grapes are
the second-most important commodity in California
by value, and raisin grapes, even before the value is
added in processing, account for at least one third of
total grape value. In interpreting the data in Appen-
dix Tables 6 and 7, note that some programs conduct
only research or promotion. For example, the pro-
grams for alfalfa seed, citrus research, celery, peppers,

potatoes, and processed tomatoes conduct research

but no promotion, while the programs for walnuts,
grapefruit (no longer exists), and cantaloupes per-

_ fo‘rm market ‘promotion but no research.’

14 For example in 1989, USDA's Targeted Export Assis-

- tance program awarded $32.5 million to California farm

marketing programs and the State's Export Program

-~ awarded about $0.5 million (Gunn)

15 The California marketing program for raisins has been
terminated. -

16 On the other hand, commodities such as rice and ice-
berg lettuce have separate programs for research and pro-

~ motion. Rice research is conducted by the Rice Research

Board and promotion is handled by the Rice Handlers
Advisory Board. Iceberg lettuce also had the Iceberg Let-
tuce Research Advisory Board for research and a commis-
sion for promotion.

12



6.2 Marketing Budgets as a Proportion of
Gross Value of Production

6.2.1 Aggregate Perspective

of the growth in total budgets between 1973 and 1983.

- Over the past decade, promotion budgets have var-

The nominal marketing budgets differ a great '
deal across commodities, largely because the markets -

differ in scale. To investigate the relative importance
of each program in the corresponding commodity
market, we expressed the marketing budgets as a
share of total production value. In a time-series con-

text, this allows us to investigate the changes in bud-

- get allocation, controlling for changes in sales vol-

ume. Figure 4 presents these research and promo-

tion shares of marketing activity in terms of spend-
ing intensities for the period of 1973 to 1992, for the
aggregate of all programs. These shares are calcu-
lated by adding all program budgets in each year by
expenditure category (research, promotion, and to-
tal) and dividing these numbers by the commodity’s
gross value of production in the corresponding year.

Marketing program budgets as a percentage of
production value rose sharply between 1973 and 1983,
but then tended to level off during the following de-
cade (Figure 4). Two important trends are evident.

ied around 0.7 percent of production value. By con-

trast, research budgets remained almost constant at

less than 0.1 percent of productlon value.

6.2.2 Commodity—specific Perspective

To investigate the commodity-specific patterns,
we calculated the same budget shares of production
value for four commodity categories: field crops plus
flowers, fruit and nuts, vegetables, and animal prod-
ucts (Figure 5). The field crops plus flowers category
includes grains, beans, and cut flowers,” fruits and -

nuts include all tree crops and strawberries, veg-

etables include melons as well as other vegetables,
and animal products include milk, eggs, meats, and
seafood. Figure 5 presents the budget relatlonshlps
for each selected commodity category.

Fruit and nuts stands out among all categorles
with its much larger total marketing budgets com-
pared to value of production. While the total mar-
keting budgets for all other categories remained far

- below one percent of total production value, those of

First, the state marketing program budgets increased

at a faster rate than the rate of increase in production
value. This suggests the growing importance of mar-
keting programs in California. This growth occurred

during the 1970s and the early 1980s. In 1973, state
marketing budgets were less than 0.2 percent of pro-

duction value, but by 1984, over one percent. Since

then this percentage has stagnated. Second, increases
in budgets for promotion accounted for virtually all

fruit and nut crops exceeded one percent for most
years, and in recent years, they reached as high as
two percent of total production value. This contrasts
with vegetables or animal products whose total mar-
keting budgets fluctuated around only 0.3 percent of
production value. -

17 The inclusion of cut flowers is arbitrary, but this was done

. in order not to create another category for cut flowers for

which the data begin only from 1991.

Figure 4. Annual State Marketing Budget as a Proportion of Value of Production (1973-1992)
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Figure 5: Annual State Marketing Budget as a Proportion of Value of Production

by Commodity Category (1973-1992)
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6.3 Program-Average of Promotion and high, fluctuating around 0.6 and 0.7. Regarding re-
Research Budget Shares search budgets, while fruits and nuts programs were
| engaged in some research, animal product programs
This section examines the patterns of how each  conducted very little research, allocating less than 10
program has allocated its marketing budgetbetween  percent of their total budget to these activities. Small
research and promotion. To investigate this alloca-  research budgets for animal products may be, in part,
tion, we calculated the expenditures on promotion  due to their programs’ functional differences. The
and research as a share of each program’s total mar-  majority of programs for animal products are orga-
keting budget. Table 3 shows the average allocation ~ nized under councils, whose main functions involve
for each commodity, over the period 1976-1994. First, =~ consumer education on food safety and nutrition.
to examine the budget allocation pattern for commod-  1hese education and information expenses are the
ity categories, the simple averages of these shares  MaJOr part of their promotion expenses.

across programs were calculated for each commod- Contrary to t.he emphasis. on promotion by the
) - programs for fruits and nuts and animal products,
ity category and are presented in Figure 6.

, _ | those for field crops and vegetables allocated much
For fruits and nuts and animal products, promo-  4re fuynds, on average, to research than to promo-

tion is far more important than research—bothspent  tjon, even though this tendency has been declining.
more than half of their funds on promotion and very  In particular, the relative emphasis on research is most

little on research.” Promotion shares for fruits and  pronounced for vegetables.’ While promotion shares
nuts rose gradually from 0.4 to 0.6 from 1973-1983.  ranged around 0.2, research shares ranged between 0.6 -
From 1983 to 1992, the shares leveled off at around  and 0.4. For vegetables, research expenditures have

0.6. Promotion shares for animal products were also ~ always been greater than promotion expenditures.

18 When promotion activities of federal marketing orders are included, promotion budgets become much larger (see Table
5). Most federal orders affecting California are for tree crops and their promotion budgets are, on average, over 50 percent
of the total budget (see Carman et al. 1992).

¥ This result may seem contradictory to what we observed in Figure 5. In Figure 5, for vegetables, the percentage of
research budgets to total production value was much lower than that of promotion budgets to total production value.
Figure 5 was generated based on the sum of research budgets normalized by the sum of production value (thus, weighted
by the program importance) for each category while the figures here are based on the simple average, giving equal weight
to minor and major programs. If only a few large (budget-wise) programs had a tendency to allocate the major part of their
budgets to promotion with most small programs conducting mostly research, then the program average will wash out the
effect of large promotion budgets. When we investigated the data, this was in fact the case. The Iceberg Lettuce Commis-
sion was the largest marketing agency which was engaged in promotion among vegetables. During the 1980s, its annual
promotion budgets were almost as large as the sum of the rest of the marketing budgets in vegetables. Further, until the
late 1980s, many vegetable marketing programs were engaged exclusively in research activities.

15



Table 3. Average Research and Promotion Budget Shares Qut of Total Marketing Funds by Commodity (1970-1994)

- Promotion ' Research
Category Commodity Share Share
Field Crops Cut Flowers 0.51 0.16
(Plus Flowers) Dry Beans 0.39 0.16
- Wild Rice 0.37 0.26
Wheat 0.24 0.17
Rice 0.12 0.77
Alfalfa Seed 0 0.71
Fruits and Nuts Walnuts 0.95 0
| Raisins (.90 0.03
Plums 0.88 0.00
Table Grapes 0.82 0.03
Prunes 0.79 0.09
" Avocadoes (.78 0.05
Wine Grapes 0.74 0.13
Apricots 0.70 0.01
Kiwifruit 0.69 0.04
Fresh Strawberries 0.68 0.15
Grapefruit 0.67 g
Pistachios 0.60 0.13
Pears 0.59 0.03
Peaches (.56 0.04
Figs 0.44 0.05
Proc. Strawberries 0.01 0.00
Citrus 0 (.91
Desert Grapes 0 0
Vegetables Artichokes 0.69 0.04
Iceberg Lettuce 0.46 0.37
Asparagus 0.39 0.05
Carrots 0.34 0.51
Cantaloupe 0.27 0
Fresh Tomatoes 0.21 0.55
Celery 0 0.69
Melons 0 0.68
Peppers 0 0.61
Potatoes 0 0.68
Proc. Tomatoes 0 0.13
Animal Products Eggs 0.81 - 0.05
| Beef 0.70 (.02
Dairy (.58 0.04
Turkey 0.57 0.02
0.52 .02

Honey

16
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- Marketing programs in California have been in place

for more than half a century. Even though essential

features of the marketing programs remain un-
changed, the commodities covered by the marketing
programs and the emphasis of program activities
have changed over time. The recent trends indicate
that vegetables have emerged as important program

 CONCLUSION

- Such comparisons may also allow more informed hy-

~ potheses about why budgets have changed in the

commodities along with tree crops. In addition, pro-

motion activities have become relatively more impor-
tant as measured by outlays. The share of produc-
tion value allocated to promotion increased over time,
while research budgets have maintained their small,
constant share of production value.

- While previous studies describe how marketmg '

programs operate, our study is the first that has com-
piled relatively recent time series data on California
program budgets. Our budget analysis allows com-
parisons across and among commodity programs.

18

ways that they have, or in suggesting more specific
areas for research. A natural question arising from
our findings concerns the payoff from increasing in-
vestments on promotion activities compared to the
payoff from research. Existing studies have been ei-
ther theoretical, or empirical but specific to a particu-
lar situation or commodity. Measuring the payoff to

promotion and research, and assessing the distribu-

tion of benefits for various types of programs, is an
important area for economic research and analysis,
part1cu1arly, given the mandated nature of market-
ing programs. Another important question relates
to budget patterns across commodities. Explaining
why research and promotion budget allocations dif-
fer among commodities is another area to which
economists can contribute.



 APPENDIX

DATA

Collecting historical data on marketing funds for the
state marketing commodity groups was a challenge
because there is no official report which contains such
information for all of the groups. We combined vari-
ous sources of data going back to as early as 1970 (if
the marketing programs existed) and as recently as
1994. The major part of the data was obtained from
the Marketing Branch of the California Department
of Food and Agriculture (CDFA). CDFA has a sub-

‘stantial amount of budget information because the

CDFA is authorized to oversee the state marketing
programs and, as part of this responsibility, commod-
ity marketing boards are required to submit annual
‘and quarterly budget reports to CDFA.

The marketing fund data include total annual ex-
penditures broken down into activity categories in-
- cluding market promotion, research and develop-
ment, and inspection. In addition to marketing fund
data, our data set includes value of production for
each commodity with a marketing program. These
value data were collected from various issues of the

CDFA annual publication, California Agricultural
otatistics Review. Our data, thus, include informa-

tion on the name of the commodity, year, value of
production, total marketing funds, and expenditures

on market promotion, research, and inspection (if

irrelevant, zero).

Annual marketing funds for each marketing
- group are allocated based on its marketing (or crop)
year which may differ among commodities and may
not necessarily coincide with the calendar year. For
the non-crop categories such as meats, eggs, or milk,
budget years usually coincide with calendar years.
However, for most crops, marketing years tend to

‘begin in the second half of the calendar year and the

majority of the 12 months of a marketing year tend
to fall in the following year. Thus, to construct an-

' nual data based on a consistent year, we consider the

later year of the marketing year as a budget year in
our data. For example, if a marketing year spans from -
September 1, 1993 to August 31,1994, we would con-
sider this marketing year’s expenditure data to be
the 1994 data.

Even though most of our data include complete

 time-series budget information, budget data for all

sequential years were not available for some com-
modities. To fill in the missing years, we contacted -
the commodity groups directly to inquire about the
data we needed. However, the responses were mixed
and we had only limited success. Information tends
to be missing more often either in the early period or
in the recent period. Thus, even though our database
spans the period from 1970 to 1994, our budget analy-
sis used the period of 1973 to 1992 which contains
more complete data information.

Marketing programs considered in our budget
investigation do not include all programs that existed
during the period of our study. Over the period,
many marketing programs were terminated. Bud-
get figures for the terminated programs were diffi-
cult to obtain. Thus, our data collection effort was
focused on compiling the historical records of the
currently existing programs. We included terminated
programs so long as data were available. Due to the
exclusion of some previously existing programs, the
sum of the budgets over all programs underestimates
actual expenditures.
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Appendix Table 1. Federal Marketing Orders and Agreements

07

(as of January 1995)

Pack & Flow to Market  Reserve  Producer  Research & | Year
Commodity Grade  Size Container Market  Allocation Pool Allotments Development Advertising Effective
Florida Citrus Fruit A A 1 2 1939
Texas Oranges & Grapefruit A A A A A 1960
Florida Limes | A A A I A A 1955
Florida Avocados A A A 2 A A 1954
CA Nectarines A A A A A 1958
CA Peaches A A A A A - 1939
Georgia Peaches I I I 1942
CA Kiwifruit A A A | 1984
Washington Peaches 1 I 1 1 1960
Washington Apricots A A A A 1957
Washington Cherries A A A A 1957
WA-OR Fresh Prunes A A A A 1960
CA Desert Grapes A A I 2 A 1980
CA Tokay Grapes A A A I A A 1940
OR-WA-CA Winter Pears I | A A 1939
Hawati Papayas I 1 I A A 1971
10 States-Cranberries 3 3 A 1962
WA-OR Bartlett Pears - I I A 1966
CA Olives A A A A 1965
Idaho-E. Oregon Potatoes A A Pack 1941
WA Potatoes | A A Pack 1949
OR-CA Potatoes A A Pack I 1942
Colorado Potatoes A A Pack I 1941
Maine Potatoes I I I 1954
VA-NC Potatoes A A 1948
Georgia Vidalia Onions A A A A 1989
Idaho-Oregon Onions A A Pack 2 A A 1957
South Texas Onions A A A 2 A 1961
Texas Valley Tomatoes I I I I I 1959
Florida Tomatoes A A A A A 1955
Florida Celery I I I I I I 1965
South Texas Lettuce I I H I | 1960
South Texas Melons A 1 A A 1961
CA Almonds A 4 A A I 1950
OR-WA Filberts A A Pack A A A 1949
CA-OR-WA Walnuts A A Pack I I A 1948
Far West Spearmint Oil * | A A 1980
CA Dates A A Cont. | A A 1955
CA Raisins A A A A A A 1949
CA Dried Prunes A A Pack I I I 1949
Peanuts not under M.A. 146 A A 1990
M.A. 146 Peanuts A A 1965

* Spearmint Oil Order covers the states of Washington, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Utah, Oregon and California
3. Applies only to withheld (reserve) cranberries

1. Export Only

2. Shipping Holiday

4. Reserve Only

A= Active, I=Inactive




Appendix Table 2. California Marketing Programs (1995)

CA Seafood Council

Marketing Program Year the Program Varieties or End-
Organizations Became Effective Use Covered
Alfalfa Seed Production Research Board 1973
Apricot Advisory Board | 1971
Artichoke Advisory Board 1960
Dry Bean Advisory Board 1970
Cantaloupe Advisory Board 1988
CA Fresh Carrot Advisory Board 1992
CA Celery Research Advisory Board 1976
CA Cherry Marketing Program 1993
Citrus Research Board 1968 All Citrus Except Limes
Fig Advisory Board 1944 Dried Figs
Iceberg Lettuce Research Advlsory Board 1973 |
Melon Research 1972 All Melons Except Watermelons
Manufacturing Milk Advisory Board 1970
CA Milk Producers Advisory Board 1969
CA Fluid Milk Processor Advisory Board 1969
CA Cling Peach Advisory Board 1984
Pear Advisory Board 1992 - Bartlett
Pistachio Marketing Agreement 1994
Plum Marketing Board 1994
Plum Advisory Board 1994
Potato Research Advisory Board 1974
CA Prune Board 1947 Dried Prunes
Rice Handlers” Advisory Board 1984 |
Rice Research Advisory Board 1969
Processing Strawberry Advisory Board 1960
CA Tomato Board 1972 Fresh Tomatoes
Processing Tomato Advisory Board 1986
CA Wild Rice Board 1968
CA Apple Commission 1994
CA Asparagus Commission 1990
CA Avocado Commission 1978
CA Egg Commission 1984
CA Cut Flower Commission 1990
CA Forest Products Commission 1991
CA Grape Rootstock Improv. Commission 1993
CA Kiwifruit Commission 1980
CA Pepper Commission 1988
CA Pistachio Commission 1981
CA Strawberry Commission 1955 Fresh Strawbetries
CA Table Grape Commission 1968
CA Walnut Commission 1986
CA Wheat Commuission 1983
Lake County Winegrape Commission 1992
Lodi-Woodbridge Winegrape Commission 1991
CA Beef Council | 1957
Dairy Council of California 1945
CA 5almon Council 1991
1991
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Appendix Table 3. Authorized Activities of California Marketing Programs (1995)

Activities

Marketing Programs Promotion Research Quality Standards ~ Unique
| and Inspection Authorities

Programs Established Under
the Marketing Act of 1937

Alfalfa Seed Production g
Apricot

Artichoke Promotion

Bean (Dry)

Cantaloupe

Carrot (Fresh)

Celery

A A

Cherry
Citrus Research
Figs (Dried)
Iceberg Lettuce Research
‘Melon Research |
Manufacuting Milk (MMAB)
Market Milk (CMAB})
Milk (Fluid)
Peach (Cling)
Pear

> >
e T e T e

i
> >
"

Pistachio Agreement Ab
Plum Agreement (Inactive) |

Plum Order A A A

Potato Research

Prunes (Dried) A
Rice Handlers A
Rice Research A | Az~
Strawberry (Processing) I
Tomato (Fresh)

Tomato (Processing) | A
Wild Rice "

>

">
>
>

>
3>

IE

Commissions
Apple
Asparagus
Avocado
Egg

> > > P
> > > >

Continues on page 23
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Appendix Table 3 (Cont'd) . Authorized Activities of California Marketing Programs (1995)

i —

Activities

Marketing Programs Promotion Research Quality Standards Unique
and Inspection Authorities

Cut Flower

Forest Products
Grape Rootstock
Kiwifruit

Pepper

Pistachio
Strawberry (Fresh)
Table Grape
Walnut

Wheat

Lake County Winegrape

o
> > > > > > > >

> P

Lodi-Woodbridge Winegrape

Councils
Beef Council | A A
Dairy Council AP
Salmon Council A A If

"

Seafood Council A A As

? Weather data dissemination I = inactive A = active
b Unfair trade practices '

¢ Stabilization pool

d Subtandard fig pool

¢ Price posting

f Purchase of fishing rights

¢ Voluntary

" Nutrition education
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- Appendix Table 5. Total Marketing Budget for Selected Yeérs by Commodity

Commodity

- Dairy

Raisins
Avocados
Eggs

Prunes

Beef -
Wine Grapes
Fr. Strawberries
Peaches
Iceberg Lettuce
Rice

Kiwifruit
Pears |
Citrus

Dry Beans
Fresh Tomatoes
Wheat _
Proc. Strawberries
~ Apricots
Turkey

Celery

Melons
Potatoes
Artichokes

- Honey
Alfalfa Seed
Figs

Pistachios

Total

1985
Total

Budget
($1000)

'19,718.8
12,155.0

5,190.5
5,110.9

4,338.0

3,774.3

3,650.0

3,252.7

31533
'2.881.2

1,980.7
1,028.1
1,018.0

766.9
461.5

436.1
426.5

387.9

360.0

322.2

2154
172.6
169.6
160.5
119.5
101.8

na
na

/71,351.9

Commodity-

Dairy

- Raisins

Table Grapes

~ Wine Grapes
- Prunes

Walnuts

Avocados

Eggs
Peaches

Fresh Strawberries

Proc. Tomatoes
Rice

Pistachios
Kiwifruit

Pears

Beef
Citrus

Dry Beans

Wheat

- Figs
- Fresh Tomatoes

Apricots
Carrots_

Turkey

Proc. Strawbetrries

- Artichokes
Cantaloupes

Melons
Potatoes

Peppers

Alfalfa Seed
Wild Rice

Total

1990
Total

Budget
($1000)

24,947.2
22,395.0
- 9,575.2
9,023.6

8,596.9

- 84024
- 8,334.7
5,176.6

4,430.2

4,246.1

2,747.5

- 2561.5

2,407 .4
2,025.0
1,376.0
1,297.0
1,037.8

- 903.5
886.6

750.2
681.1
477.2
473.5
469.8

441.3

- 324.8
247.1
2254
124.0
92.2
83.3
1559

25

- 124,815.7

1992

. Total
Commodity ‘Budget
' o ~ ($1000)
Dairy 27,471.4
Raisins 14,439.1
Avocados 11,193.1
- Walnuts 10,636.8
~ Prunes - 75297
Eggs '5,146.6
- Fresh Strawberries 4,255.8
Peaches 3,761.4
Pistachios 35470
Iceberg Lettuce 3,2545
Proc. Tomatoes 2,560.7
Rice 2,557.3
Pears 2,452.4
Kiwifruit 2,065.0
Cut Flowers 1,490.9
Citrus 1,205.1
Beef _ 1,1405
Fresh Tomatoes 1,082.3
 Dry Beans 983.7
Plums 971.5
Wheat 795.0
Figs 673.8
Apricots 585.9
Proc. Strawberries - 552.3
Carrots 481.4
Cantaloupes 4275
Artichokes 404.6
Asparagus 368.7
Celery 246.2
Melons 221.2
Peppers 154.9
~ Potatoes - 132.7
Alfalfa Seed 75.0
- Wild Rice - 73.0
Total 112,936.5




Appendix Table 6. Research Marketing Budget for Selected Years by Cbmmodity

1992

1985 1990

| Research Research Research
Commodity Budget Commodity Budget Commodity ~ Budget
($1000) ($1000) ($1000)
Rice 1,438.4 Rice 1,423.6 Rice 1,382.9
Dairy 1,026.7 Dairy 1,362.0 Citrus 1,073.2
Citrus 683.4 Citrus 928.8 Fresh Strawberries 896.7
Wine Grapes 500.0 Fresh Strawberries 7454  Dairy 681.0
Fresh Strawberries 461.8 Wine Grapes 600.0 Eggs - 4944
Beef | 379.4 Avocados 475.0 Avocados 475.0
Raisins 360.0 Eggs 351.0 Iceberg Lettuce 474.7
Iceberg Lettuce 336.4 Raisins 350.0  Fresh Tomatoes 365.9
Fr. Tomatoes 261.7 Fr. Tomatoes 342.5 Prunes 328.9
Eggs 255.2 Pistachios 270.0 Pistachios 325.0
Peaches 200.9 Table Grapes 246.7 - Carrots 311.1
Avocados 189.5 Prunes 235.1 Raisins 250.0
Pistachios 178.3 - Peaches 213.0 Cut Flowers 240.0
Celery 165.1 Carrots 200.0 Peaches 206.5
Melons 120.8 Melons 170.9 Celery 182.0
Wheat 109.1 Wheat 118.5 Melons 123.1
Prunes 95.7 Dry Beans 93.0 Pears 112.7
Alfalfa Seed - 76.2 Potatoes 80.0 Peppers 106.8
Pears 57.8 Figs 70.0 Dry Beans - 103.8
Kiwifruit 45.2 Kiwifruit 66.7 Wheat 03.6
Dry Beans 37.6 Alfalfa Seed 527  Potatoes 80.0
Figs 25.0 Pears 50.0 Alfalfa Seed 44.3
Proc. Strawberries 3.0 Peppers 32.8 Kiwifruit 38.8
Apricots 1.1 Wild Rice 13.6.  Lodi 25.0
(1) - {(2) Asparagus 16.4
Wild Rice 13.0
Apricots 8.0

Figs 70

(3)

Total 7,008.2 Total 84914 Total 8,459.9

1. In 1985 there were no research expenditures for artichokes, honey and turkey.

2. In 1990 there were no research expenditures for artichokes, cantaloupes, processing strawberries, processing

tomatoes, apricots, walnuts, beef and turkey.

3. In 1992 there were no research expenditures for artichokes, cantaloupes, processing strawbernes processing
tomatoes, plums, walnuts and beef.
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Appendix Table 7. Promotion Marketing Budget for Selected years by Commodity

1985 - 1990 1992
Promotion | | Promotion | Promotion
Commodity Budget Commodity Budget Commeodity Budget
| ($1000) ($1000) ($1000)
Dairy 14,7132  Raisins 20,910.0 Dairy 25,242.0
Raisins 10,368.5 Dairy 20,192.3 Raisins 11,898.0
Eggs 45227  Table Grapes 8,690.3  Walnuts 10,158.2
Avocados 4061.7 Walnuts 7,991.7 Avocados . B,6284
Prunes 3,959.9 Prunes 7,869.6 Prunes 6,708.2
Wine Grapes 2,600.0 Avocados 6,325.1 Eggs 4,208.2
Beef 2,581.7 Eggs 4,356.0 Fresh Strawberries 2,803.1
Fresh Strawberries 2,398.5 Fresh Strawberries 3,037.7 Pistachios 2,108.5
Iceberg Lettuce 2,019.8 Peaches 2,320.2 Iceberg Lettuce 2,035.0
Kiwifruit 796.1 Pistachios 1,359.0 Peaches 1,727.1
Peaches 664.5 Kiwifruit 1,325.6 Pears 1,708.8
Pears 537.2 - Wine Grapes 1,111.5 Beef 917.0
Rice 385.0 Beef 1,080.9 Kiwifruit - 864.2
Dry Beans 242.8 Pears 784.3 Rice 854.4
Figs 191.5 Rice 645.1 Plums 827.9
Apricots 179.3-  Figs 473.9 Cut Flowers 610.0
Turkey 178.0 Dry Beans 415.6 Dry Beans 457.5
Artichokes 113.9 Apricots 343.9 Figs 413.9
Wheat 72.8 Turkey 287.6  Apricots 410.0
Fresh Tomatoes 56.1 Artichokes 242.5 Fresh Tomatoes 353.3
Honey 40.0 Fresh Tomatoes 206.2 Artichokes 299.7
(1) Carrots 205.0 Cantaloupes 231.5
Wheat 185.0 Wheat 162.5
Cantaloupe 32.8 Asparagus 131.6
Wild Rice 20.0 Carrots 100.0
(2) Wild Rice 37.5
(3)
Total 50,683.2 Total 90,409.5 Total 83,896.5

1. In 1985 there were no promotion expenditures for c1tru5,. celery, melons, potatoes, alfalfa seed, prncessmg strawber-

ries and pistachios.

2. In 1990 there were no promotion expenditures for citrus, melons, potatoes, alfalfa seed, peppers, processing straw-

berries, and processing tomatoes.

3. In 1992 there were no promotion expenditures for citrus, celery, melons, peppers, potatoes, alfalfa seed, processing
strawberries and processing tomatoes.
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