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The fresh citrus industry is a very important part of the total
Florida citrus industry which was valued on-tres at 703 millien dollars in
1985-86 (7). But even though Florida has three times the acreage of
California, Florida’s fresh citrus shipments are only 72% of Califarnia's
(Table 1). TFurther, California earned 8745 million for fresh froit (3)

compared to only $380 million for Florida fresh fruit in 1585-86 (7).

Table 1. Florida and California fresh citrus shipments for the 1985-86

season wilh corresponding acreage (5).

Cartons Shipped (1000} or Acreage (1000)

Fruit Florida California

Tvpe Domeslic Export Acreage Domestic Export Acreage
Oranges 16,833 202 466 72,782 16,543 180
Grapefruit 28,307 11,078 118 P g7 22
Tangerines 2,318 & -- - - 4
Tangelos 2:563 - 40 - 5
Temples 1;722 - -- -

Lemons & Limes 1,045 - d 10,000 10,000 50
Totals 53,001 11,284 h2Z B3,568 26,530 262

Florida is not catching up but is £alling behind Califernia in fresh
citrus volume., Prior to the freezes of the early 80’'s, fresh shipments of
round oranges, temples, and tangerines fell to half of the amount of the
mid-60's (6) (Table 2). CGrapefruir sales remained steady over this period
and tangelo shipments increaszed only slightly. What are the constraints on
the Florida fresh citrus industry, and why are we losing ground relative to

our previous shipping?



Table 2. Florida fresh fruit utilization between major freezes (6).

Doxes .

fear lranges Tangerines
(1,000) (1,000)
196607 17,876 5,032
1970-71 13,362 2,661
1975-78 11,730 ' 2,362
1980-B1 5,276 1,905

Frive for fresh fruit has been favorable., QOver a racent H-szeason
period, the oo-lree price for fresh fruit has consistently exceeded
processed, bul only 7% of the orange crop and 42% of the Florida
grapefruit crop were markeled (resh in 1985-86, Therefore, supply has
probably met present demand for the Tresh fruit we now deliver, Since
grapefruit and crange production ate expected to increase as much as 50%
over the next 10 wears (9), demand for tresh and processed product must be
increased. Tnereased advertising might increase fresh sales but this
wornld bave to be coupled with delivery of better guality fruit to Lhe
consumey. We did not lose half of our lresh orange and tangerine sales
pecause 0f reduced advertising or supply.

& major problem iz the relatively pooar quality of fratt delivered to
the packinghouse. Blemishes and decay problems are much greater in
Florida than in a medilerransan climate like California’s (4). As many as

/0 cauzal agents of fruit blamishes are recognized in Florida (1), Majer



external problems include windscar, rust mite, scales, greasy spol,
malanose, poor colar, and spray burns. Internal quality problems include
early seasun immaturity and late season section drying {3). Further,
shippars who extend holding and shipping times for export and summer
storage are plapued by excessive decay problems (2, 2) that arc lacgely
related to poor handling metheds in the field and packinghouse.
Historically, some injury duc to rough handling was reduced by the
conversion to bullk bins (10}, Compared to %} 1b boxes (oranpges), bulk
bins reduced the number of edges truit were expeosed to when being dumped
from picking bags. This roduced the chances for contact with sand amd for
conlainer surface abrasionzs., On the negative side, crews often pick
citrus for Fresh use in the same way as {or processing. This results in
;DO much rough handling ot fruit and fruit hitting the groumd leaving
abrasions and adhering sand. Sand iz reutinely picked up from dragging
the extended picking bags used in the Florida industry. Olencelloszis
(peel il burn) results after oil gland rupture and i= the most common

harvesting related peel blemish (4, 17). Stem plugging tears, limb stub

cuts, samd abraslons, bin edpe cuts, elo. greatly contribute to the
invasion of decay organisms. The contenlion in recent years that
increased numbers of fruit are making proumd contacl during hacvesting is

supported by the greater problems with sour rot (4). Earlier work clearly
demonstrated that more careful handling 15 reguired to prevent high decay

rates (Table 33.



Table 3. Urange shipping experviments, Florida (16).

% Blue Mold
On +] 2 3
Treatmant arrival week wealks weels
1910 1911, 79 testks
Careful piclk & pack 0.6 ) 0 1.6 1,9
Commercial Tl 14.8 ¥z 3 1d.2
1911-1912, &3 tesls
Carcful pick & pack (.6 2.9 1.4 32
Commercial 4.0 0.8 10.4 14.¢

Bezides the oleocelleszis and decay problams that are directly relaled
to picking practices (16), Lhe thirzd major guality problem associated with
harvesting is excessive peel desiccation because of delays in getting fruit
to and through the packinghouse. This is usuwally the major contributor in
cases of stem end rind breakdown (£, 15). Exposure to dry air in fanll
sunlight or even in shade desiceates field run citrus fruit to a critical
level very rapidly.

Some special situalions should be mentioned. Mature, tender Indian
River grapefruit and Tahiri limes are wvery susceptible to bruising. any
drop can rupture juice vesicles in the blossom end leading to blossom-end
clearing of grapefruit (12) or stylav-end hreakdown of limes (4)., Of more

concern is the special problems and vequirements for tangerines. These



G
require heller growving care as well as handling to assure good packeout and
minimum decay and peel injuries (11), Tangerines are often too small and
poorly colored. These problems require cultural practice modifications such
as yearly moderate hedging, careful fertilizer halance, amd good irrigation
practices. Tangerines also have a very short harvest season from when they
are immature until when they develop julice vesicle granmulation. Coupled
with these problems iz the thin cuticle and wax covering which makes
tangerines extremely susceptible to abrasions leading to higher decay and to
desiccation which brings on peol necrosis problems such as stem-end rind
breakdown. Use of smaller, hard-sided picking buckets has been recommended
in the past for langerines (11), bul generally, Llhe Florida industry has not
adapled these smaller bags.

Considering the on-tree value of citrus most years (6, /) and the
investment in picking, hauling, packing; and selling costs (B8, 13, 14)
[Table 4), it does net make sense to lese fruit to poor harvesting and

delivery practieces. In the pact, it haz been suggested to the industry that

some picking crews should be designated far Fresh fruit enly and receive
special training aml pay in order lo improve the condition of delivered
fruit. Mozl packinghouse operatorz say it will not work and they would lose

these crews, or they have toe much turn-over to invest exXtra moncy in
picking crews. On the other hand, some gitt fruit shippers have
successfully tried this approach, but few of the large commercial shippers
have. HResearch in the early 190/ s showed Lhal zarelul harvesting by
Florida commercial crews did significantly veduce injuries and decay (16),
and thiz has alzo heen demonstrated during the 1287-88 season (personal
conmunication, W. Wardowski)., Another practice that can help reduce decay
iz to disk under or windrow ouf drop fruit just before harvest., This helps

avold decay contamination and bad fruit from being picked up during harvest.



Table 4. Approximats on-tree and F.0.B. values of fresh Florida citrus
in 1985-B¢ and estimated picking, hauling, packing. and selling costs

(64 7, B, 13, 14).

Pollar value/box

Fruit On- Piek Pack ?.0.0,
type [res Haul Sell packed Margin
ﬂrangHHuE-Hz 4,62 1.86 4,46 10.94 0.00
L 3.90 1.86 4,46 10. 34 0.12
Grapefruit-w© 420 1,40 4.15 9.75 0. 00
p* 5.70 1.40 4,15 11.35 0.10
Tangerines 19,40 2.70 4.91 29,462 2.41
Tangelos £ 410 2.38 4.16 12.94 0. 00
"F-M = wmarly and mid-seazson
1. = lale season
W = white seedless
P = pink seedleas

In California, where all citrus is intended [or [resh marketing, many
incentive innovations have been instituted to improve pichker morale,
productivity, and carefulness while picking fruilt (12). Generally, in
most areas of the werld producing tresh citrus in significant amounts, all
procedures to minimize fruit damage during the harvesting process are
carefully monitored.

Adlthough many of our Florida citrus quality problems, such as
blemishes and poor coler, exist at the time of picking, a much better and
more reliable fresh product could be delivered through use of better
handling practices (17). C(onsiderable effort needs to be made to turn
around the downward frends in tresh frult sales. Ve need to sell more
fresh fruit to help move the projected increased production of ecitrus in

Tlorida.
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