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ARIZONA
GRICULTURE

1966

This, the 36th annual issue of Arizona Agriculture, is dedicated to N\r.
James S. Hill, who for many years contributed greatly to this publication, and
who died January 1, 1966.

This bulletin on income, production, and costs in Arizona's agriculture was
compiled by members of the Department of Agricultural Economics, The Uni-
versity of Arizona. All communications should be addressed to Jimmye S. Hill-
man, Head of the Department of Agricultural Economics, The University of
Arizona, Tucson, Arizona.

Copies of Arizona Agriculture also are available at County Extension Of-
fices in each county of the state.
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revised considerably during the past few
years and probably will undergo even
more change in the years immediately
ahead. These changes will be necessary
to accommodate the needs of agriculture
and society in a technologically sophisti-
cated world.

Courses in agricultural subjects also are
taught at other institutions of higher
learning in Arizona. There is a Division
of Agriculture in the College of En-
gineering Sciences at Arizona State Uni-
versity. The following statement is ex-
tracted from the Annual Report of the
President 1964-65: "Agriculture at ASU
is a modest, but highly efficient pro-
gram, producing 400 bachelor's degrees
in the past 10 years. Thirty percent of
these have found employment on Arizona
farms and ranches; 20 percent in indus-
tries serving agriculture; 12 percent in
state or federal services; 9 percent in re-
search or graduate study; 7 percent in
teaching, and 16 percent in nonagricul-
tural work."

Selected courses in forestry are taught

at Arizona State College, Flagstaff. Sub-
ject matter in agriculture is taught at two
junior colleges in Yuma and Thatcher.

The demand for college-trained per-
sonnel in agriculture has been substan-
tial, and for those with graduate degrees,
it has been heavy. Education, in addition
to its other benefits, pays economically.
The following tabulation is taken from
statistical material prepared by the Com-
mittee for Economic Development pub-
lished in September, 1965.

HIGHEST GRADE COMPLETED

Elementary School:
Less than 8 years
8 years

High School:
1 to 3 years
4 years

College:
1 to 3 years
4 years
5 years or more

EARNINGS AT
1960 RATES *

$143,000
184,000

212,000
247,000

293,000
385,000
455,000

a These are total amounts that a man with the speci-
fied education would earn from age 18 to age 64 if
he earned at each year of age the average income
that a man of that age and education earned in 1960.

Water
Total demands for water in Arizona

during the 1964 water year (Spring
1964-Spring 1965) were 7.1 million
acre-feet (m.a.f.), little changed from
the levels experienced in the last several
years. As before, most of the water (over
6.5 m.a.f.) was utilized for irrigation.

An estimated 2.6 m.a.f., slightly less
than the previous year, were diverted
from streamflows, of which about .7 m.a.f.
were returned to the Colorado River or
diverted across the international boun-
dary to Mexico. The volume of diversions
from the Colorado was 1.7 m.ai. while
the Gila River system supplied about
.9 m.ai.

Total groundwater pumped remained
stable at about 4.5 m.ai. Some 70 per-
cent of the pumped water in Arizona is
obtained in the Salt River Valley (2.0
m.ai.) and the Lower Santa Cruz Basin

(1.1 m.ai.) and the balance from else-
where in the state.

Demands for groundwater in the
southeastern part of the state will in-
crease as more land irrigated from
pumped water was brought into pro-
duction in Cochise and Graham Coun-
ties in 1965. The Douglas Basin in Co-
chise County was declared a critical
groundwater area and, theoretically, no
new wells can be drilled in the Basin.

The excess of groundwater withdrawals
over recharge continued as in previous
years, as reflected by the continuing de-
cline in groundwater levels in all areas.
Areas in the Lower Santa Cruz Basin ex-
perienced declines ranging up to ten
feet, while the observations in the Salt
River Valley showed declines of up to
four feet. In the former area, depth to
water ranges from 50 to 550 feet, while



in the latter, depths to water are esti-
mated to be from 10 to 490 feet.1

The pressures on water supplies will
continue to center on the groundwater
storage basins. So long as the volume of
water stored in these vast underground
reservoirs remains in quantity, quality,
and levels so as to make pumping eco-
nomical, the agricultural sector of the
economy of Arizona can remain as im-
portant as it is at present. As ground-
water levels fall and costs of obtaining
water rise, agricultural use will gradually
give way as water grows too costly for
profitable farming.

Two possible sources of increased sur-
face flows of water in Arizona to offset
the drain on the groundwater basins are
(1) the management and treatment of
the Salt-Verde watersheds to increase net
water yields, together with the removal
of water-transpiring vegetation from
along stream channels, and (2) the im-
portation of additional water from the
Colorado River. The former avenue has
been initiated by the Salt River Project
through a contract with the United States
Forest Service for a long-term program
of treatment of the watersheds. The latter
source is the Central Arizona Project, a
component of the Southwest Water Plan.

Bills to authorize the Southwest Water
Plan were the subject of hearings before
the House Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs of the United States Con-

gress in 1965. There is concern that
there is not enough water in the Colorado
River to satisfy all the demands predicted
for the river. A key provision of these
bills is a guarantee to California of a
minimum 4A m.ai. of water from the
Colorado River until such time as works
have been completed and are in opera-
tion which would deliver not less than
2.5 m.af. of water annually into the Col-
orado River from sources outside the
Colorado River Basin. This plan has not
been universally acceptable to the states
directly affected so no action has been
taken. It is understood that new bills
will be proposed which will call for a
much larger volume of water to be im-
ported.

The 1965 water year (ending Spring
1966) comes to a close with prospects
for a considerably larger supply of surface
water than has been experienced for
many years. (See Table 3.) Heavy rains
in December 1965 led to the rilling of
the reservoirs in the Salt-Verde system
virtually to capacity. Water had to be
released from these reservoirs for the
first time in over 25 years, and the Salt
River flowed through the Phoenix area
causing extensive damage.

1 A comprehensive review of groundwater conditions
in Arizona is contained in White, Natalie, et al.,
Annual Report on Groundwater in Arizona, Spring
1964 to Spring 1965, United States Geological Sur-
vey and Arizona State Land Department, cooperat-
ing, 1966.

Table 3. Usable Stored Water, Selected Reservoirs in Arizona.

RESERVOIR(S)
DECEMBER 3 1 , I DECEMBER 31,1

1965 I 1964 I LONG-TIME AVERAGE

San Carlos (Gila River)
Combined Storage, Salt
Colorado River Storage in

Lake Meade and Lake

and Verde

Mchave

System
249,600

1,991,100

16,971,000

(acre feet
39,600

607,700

12,730,000

•)
105,900
644,300

18,584,000

(36
(55

(30

yrs.)
yrs.)

yrs.)

Computer Processed Farm Records
A computer program for farm account-

ing has been developed at the University
of Arizona. This program prints out four

copies of a report for farmers totaling all
expenses and incomes by enterprise (e.g.
cotton); also by subcategories (such as



labor expenses or lint income) and sub-
subcategories such as labor expense foi
weeding. These totals are accumulated
for the month and for the year to date.
All categories can be totaled by indi-
vidual farms under one person's control
and by crop year.

The computer program produces a
monthly trial balance report, showing the
debits and credits to each account for the
month. A profit and loss statement and
a current balance sheet can be secured
from this trial balance by the farmer or
his credit agency. Comparing the end-
of-month balance as shown in the print-
out against the farmer's bank statement
and credit agency statements provides a
ready check of the accuracy of records.

A summary showing each laborer's
wages, social security and other with-
holdings is also produced by the com-
puter. A further report gives the farmer
a check register listing all checks and
who they were paid to.

Those farmers willing to expend

slightly more effort can keep daily labor
cards identifying hours for each laborer,
machine, and tractor; this information al-
lows a report at the end of the year
showing costs for each tractor and ma-
chine including depreciation per hour
and per crop acre, besides the operation
and job report.

Three other cost analysis programs are
in operation for laying flocks, cattle
ranchers, and dairymen. The dairy pro-
gram prints out costs and returns per
cwt. of milk produced; the hying flock
program per dozen eggs; and the cattle
ranching program per pound of beef
produced. The laying flock and dairy pro-
grams are monthly analyses, and the
cattle ranching program is annual. All
programs give the above data for the
farm, with comparisons in each category
to all other farmers analyzed.

Farmers desiring to participate in the
program should contact their County
Agricultural Agent. A small cost is in-
volved.

Government Farm Programs
The 1965 session of the 89th Congress

considered 15,000 bills and enacted 349
into law.

One of the major accomplishments
was the blueprint for agricultural policy
in the remaining years of the 60's in the
"Food and Agriculture Act of 1965."
This Act covers the major farm com-
modity program through 1969.

The general program for grains is
similar to those voluntary programs for
wheat and feed grains in recent years.
Possibly the most important change in
the new legislation is a shift in policies
for cotton to a program similar to those
for grains.

Pricing provisions of the Act provide
that the general pattern of price support
loan levels for grains and cotton will be
aimed at world price levels. This will en-
able these commodities to compete more

effectively in world markets without
heavy export payments. Market pricing
will increasingly reflect demand and sup-
ply forces in the market.

The impact of lower prices on income
will be offset through greater emphasis
on direct payments to participating pro-
ducers. At the same time, provisions of
the Act are designed to avoid large carry-
over stocks by striking a better balance
between production and expanding mar-
kets.

Under the new law, upland cotton al-
lotments can be leased, bought, and sold
and can, with certain restrictions, be
moved across county lines.

The Cropland Adjustment Program
authorized by the Act is designed to
supplement commodity acreage diversion
programs, provide more open space and
recreational facilities, assist in the ad-



justment of farm resources, and help
people no longer interested in farming
to move into profitable nonfarm activi-
ties. Specific incentives are provided to
encourage farmers to share their land
and water facilities with town and city
people.

The land use adjustment provisions of
the Food and Agricultural Act of 1965
are expected to have some implications
for Arizona in the next few years. These
provisions would facilitate shifts in use
of land from crops to grass, forest, wild-
life, and recreation. They would also
facilitate an expanded program of rural
renewal and conservation development
projects to be carried out by local groups
and agencies under the provisions of the
Rural Areas Development Program.

Federal agricultural programs directly
affect products on about two-thirds of
Arizona's crop lands. They also affect
bees, sheep, and dairy cattle.

There are about 3,600 Arizona farms

that have upland cotton allotments.
These allotments total about 332,000
acres.

There are about 1,500 farms with ex-
tra long staple cotton allotments totaling
about 40,000 acres.

There are about 1,100 farms with
wheat allotments totaling about 37,000
acres.

Arizona's feed grain base is about
375,000 acres, virtually unchanged in the
last few years.

Table 4. Estimated Government
Payments Received by Arizona Farm-
ers in 1965.a

Agricultural Conservation Program
Conservation Reserve Program
Feed Grain Program
Wool Program
Wheat Program
Cotton Program

Total

$1,677,000
25,000

3,390,000
290,000
391,000

2,019,000
$7,792,000

a Estimated by SAa*e ASCS personnel.

International Agricultural Programs
The College of Agriculture of The

University of Arizona, in cooperation
with the National Association of Land-
Grant Colleges and Universities and the
United States Department of Agriculture
(USDA), actively participates in agri-
cultural training programs, both academic
and in-service, for international partici-
pants. Participants are selected by their
respective governments, with United
States approval, and are trained as official
representatives of their governments.
Such training programs are, in main,
sponsored and supported by the Agency
for International Development (AID).
The Food and Agriculture Organization
of the United Nations (FAO) sponsors
a limited number of trainees along with
several other less prominent agencies and
governments.

Currently, 76 undergraduate and 49
graduate students representing 39 coun-

tries are enrolled in academic programs
in the College of Agriculture of The
University of Arizona.

Each year, approximately 200 foreign
nationals participate in in-service train-
ing programs that vary from one day
to several weeks and are especially de-
signed to &t the individual's particular
needs. This training involves all phases
of agriculture, but emphasis tends to be
on irrigated agriculture under semi-arid
conditions.

In most developing countries, agri-
culture constitutes 60 to 95 percent of
the economy. The representatives of these
countries are provided with academic
and/or in-service training that will be
useful in improving agricultural condi-
tion in the respective countries. The
College of Agriculture participates in
this program as its contribution toward
the improvement of living standards and
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understanding throughout the world.
The Arizona-Brazil Project—a contract

between the University of Arizona and
the Agency for International Develop-
ment—was negotiated with the Univer-
sity of Ceara, Fortaleza, Brazil and ap-
proved October 23, 1963. The primary
objective of this project is for the Uni-
versity of Arizona to provide technical
advice and assistance to AID and the co-
operating country for improvement in
agricultural productivity, increased effici-
ency in utilization of agricultural re-
sources, and higher standards of living
for the rural population through develop-
ment of a land-grant college philosophy
in education, research and extension.

Personnel have been selected for the
project in the following subject matter
fields: research and experiment admin-
istration, soil science, food and fiber

crops, crop production, animal science.
agricultural engineering, agricultural ec-
onomics, horticulture, agricultural exten-
sion, food technology, along with general
research associates. The contract calls
for the University of Arizona to supply
a total complement of 15 personnel.

Ten staff members are in Brazil work-
ing on the project under the leadership
of Dr. William J. Pistor, long-time head
of Animal Pathology at The University
of Arizona. The remaining five positions
to be rilled are in various stages of proc-
essing and are expected to be completed
in the near future.

The Arizona-Brazil Project is another
example of the interest, cooperation, and
responsibility that The University oi
Arizona accepts in the promotion of in-
ternational help and understanding.

Community and Resource Development
Resource development councils —

broadly representative of people in vari-
ous communities, organizations, busi-
nesses, and industries—are operating w
Mohave, Navajo, and Apache Counties.
The main function of these councils is to
determine the needs and goals of people
and to coordinate and integrate the work
of various organizations toward such
ends. The councils help other groups in
facilitating and coordinating develop-
ment work but do not compete with or
replace work of other groups.

During 1965, councils in Mohave,
Navajo, and Apache Counties spearhead-
ed studies on the use of the Economic
Opportunity Act to help the poor. These
councils then helped initiate projects
under the Act.

In other Arizona counties, local gov-
ernment personnel and lay leaders joined
forces to organize committees and com-
munity action programs for work under
the Economic Opportunity Act. These
groups sponsored such programs as Head
Start, the Neighborhood Youth Corps,

and other community action programs
designed to help the poor.

Resource development councils worked
in many other important ways. These
ranged from new crops and industries to
county-wide water problems, newT meth-
ods of marketing, community clean-up
and improvement campaigns, and devel-
oping recreation industries.

Any county can have its own resource
development council. Help in organizing
in analyzing resources in the county, and
in developing plans and projects can be
obtained from the University of Arizona
Cooperative Extension Service office in
each county. Technical assistance in plan-
ning and in carrying out projects also
can be obtained from agencies of the
U. S. Department of Agriculture and
from local leaders and businesses.

Financial help can be obtained from
several USDA agencies, the U. S. Geo-
logical Survey, the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, the Housing and Home Finance
Agency, and the Small Business Admin-





lenders have increased their rates on non-
real-estate loans from one-fourth to one-
half percentage point. Those with the
smaller increases expect their rates to
move up another one-fourth point in
the near future. Some lenders are now
charging three-fourths of a percentage
point more on short-term loans than a
year ago. Rates are also expected to
strengthen on real-estate loans but to a
lesser extent than on nonreal-estate loans.
Funds currently are ample and are ex-
pected to continue adequate for good
loans.

While very low generally, the delin-
quency rate on loans increased a little
during 1965. Smaller farmers and ranch-
ers particularly seem to have a difficult
time making ends meet, especially when
there is much real-estate debt.

A substantial amount of short-term
debt probably was shifted to real-estate

during 1965. This adjustment in the
credit picture is indicated by views of
loan analysts of financial institutions and
by relative trends in the volume of loans
outstanding.

The increase of 6 percent in the vol-
ume of nonreal-estate loans during 1965
was substantially less than the 12-per-
cent increase during 1964, and the aver-
age annual increase of 18 percent during
the 1960-64 period. In contrast, indica-
tions are that real-estate loans outstanding
may have increased more than 20 percent
during 1965, compared with an increase
of 19 percent for 1964 and an average
annual increase of under 10 percent for
the 1960-64 period. The number of real-
estate transfers has been declining, add-
ing support to the view that the increase
in real-estate debt is due at least in part
to a shifting of short-term farm debt to
the long-term category.

Cotton
Income from cotton lint declined for

the third straight year. The income for
the 1964 crop was $118,900,000 and
the December 1 estimate of income for
1965 is $118,012,000. The latter figure
probably will prove to be high for the
following two reasons. First, heavy rains
and some flooding occurred in the major
producing areas of the state during De-
cember, thus reducing production from
the level expected on December 1. Sec-
ond, the December 1 price is usually
higher than the season average price be-
cause of higher proportions of low grade
and below grade cotton sold after De-
cember 1.

The base support price was reduced
one cent per pound in 1965, and the
crop moved into commercial channels
at generally smaller premiums above
government loan value. Acala again
brought attractive premiums, and grassy,
light spotted and lower grades brought
higher premiums above the government

loan value than the higher grades of
white cotton.

Estimated yields on both upland and
American-Egyptian were up slightly for
1965. These yield increases were limited
by an unusually short growing season in
Graham and Cochise Counties and some
severe attacks of Southwest cotton rust in
Pima and Santa Cruz Counties.

Total cotton production continued to
decline with additional reductions in
planted acres in 1965. New cotton legis-
lation in effect for the 1966 crop will
require a 12.5 percent cut in plantings
to qualify for the price support pro-
gram and, given the options available
under the program, most growers will
probably cut plantings by 35 percent.

Changed regulations on skip-row
planting have reduced its attractiveness.
A reduction in skip-row planting will
also tend to reduce total cotton produced
in 1966.

(See Table 6, next page.)
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Citrus and Grapes
The total value of Arizona citrus pro-

duction in 1964-65 was $3.9 million be-
low the record $18.6 million crop of
1963-64. The production of all oranges
in 1964-65 increased by 10 percent; but,
due to a large decrease in the average
price for Valencias, total returns from
all oranges were about $1.2 million less
than in 1963-64 (Table 11).

Arizona grapefruit production and
prices in 1964-65 were substantially be-
low that of the previous year; conse-
quently, the value of production declined
about $2.1 million (Table 11).

The 1964-65 lemon crop brought a
much higher average price per box than
the 1963-64 crop; but, due to lower
yields, total returns declined about 14
percent.

Citrus production estimates released in
December 1965 for the 1965-66 crop
year suggest a general increase in output.

Total citrus production in Arizona is
expected to be about 19 percent larger
than the 1964-65 crop. Production of ail
oranges is forecast at 2.7 million boxes
(75 pounds per box), up about 12 per-
cent from last season's crop.

Grapefruit production from the 1965
bloom is forecast at 3.2 million boxes
(64 pounds per box), 10 percent above
last year and 21 percent above the 1959-
63 average. The 1965-66 Arizona lemon
crop is estimated at 1.7 million boxes
(76 pounds per box), up about 600,000
boxes from last year and 56 percent
above the 1959-63 average.

Predicted United States production of
all oranges, grapefruit and lemons in
1965-66 is greater than last season's
production by 7, 8, and 7 percent, re-
spectively. For two of these commodity
groups—all oranges and grapefruit—ex-
pected United States production in 1965-

Table 11. Arizona Citrus Production, Prices and Value.

ORANGES
Navels and Miscellaneous9

Production (75-lb. box, 1,000)
Price Per Boxb

Value of Production ($1,000)
Valencias

Production (75-lb. box, 1,000)
Price Per Boxb

Value of Production ($1,000)
All Oranges9

Production (75-lb. box, 1,000)
Price Per Boxb

Value of Production ($1,000)
GRAPEFRUIT

Production (64-ib. box, 1,000)
Price Per Boxb

Value of Production ($1,000)
LEMONS

Production (76-Ib. box, 1,000)
Price Per Boxb

Value of Production ($1,000)

1963-1964

930
3.87

3,599

1,270
3.76

4,775

2,200
3.81

8,374

3,210
1.81

5,810

1,740
2.52

4,385

1964-1965

670
3.99

2,673

1,750
2.60

4,550

2,420
2.98

7,223

2,900
1.28

3,686

1,110
3.41

3,785

INDICATED I
1965-1966 1

900

1,800

2,700

3,200

1,700

a Includes small quantities of tangerines.
b Equivalent packinghouse door return.

Sources: USDA, SRS, Citrus Fruits by States, 1963-64
and 1964-65; Production, Use, Value. Washington,

D.C., October 1965.
USDA, SRS, Crop Production, 1965 Annual Sum-
mary Acreage, Yield, Production, by States, Wash-
ington, D.C., December 20, 1965.
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66 will exceed the 1959-63 average.
However, lemon production is expected
to be about 4 percent below the 1959-63
average of 618,300 tons.

Grape production in Arizona was 15,-
700 tons in 1965, up 25 percent from
the 12,600 tons produced in 1964. The
1965 crop exceeded the average for

1959-63 by 4,500 tons. Average grape
prices fell from $226 per ton in 1964 to
§187 per ton in 1965, producing an esti-
mated income of $2.9 million compared
to $2.8 million in 1964. National pro-
duction was up about 24 percent from
1964.

Sugar Beets
A sugar factory is being constructed

by Spreckels Sugar Company near the
city of Chandler. Arizona farmers will
begin planting 20,000 acres of sugar
beets in the fall of 1966. Farmers located
within a reasonable hauling distance of
the sugar factory may find the production
of sugar beets somewhat more profitable
than field crops such as barley, sorghum,
or alfalfa hay, although much less profita-
ble than cotton.

It is estimated that sugar beets will
produce a gross income of about $278
per acre, assuming a 20-ton per-acre
yield. In the Salt River Project, according
to preliminary estimates, variable costs
for producing sugar beets will amount to
$202 to $234 per acre, depending on the
hauling cost per ton. The greater the dis-
tance a given farm is from the factory,
the greater will be the hauling cost.

Income over variable costs for sugar
beets in the Salt River Project is esti-
mated at $44 to $76 per acre, depending
on hauling costs. Higher yields, of course,
would increase returns over variable costs
considerably.

A farmer's "normal conserving base"
will be adjusted downward by the acreage
that he plants to sugar beets, provided
his conserving base is equal to or in ex-
cess of the acreage of sugar beets that he
grows. This will permit farmers who
have idle fallow land that is not des-
ignated as "diverted acres" under the
Cotton, Wheat, or Feed Grain Programs

to use otherwise idle land to grow sugar
beets.

Farmers who have adequate land and
water resources so that they can plant
sugar beets without reducing the acreage
of other crops or acquiring more land
will increase their total net farm income
by the amount of the income over vari-
able costs from sugar beets. Farmers who
must substitute sugar beets for another
crop will increase their net farm income
only by the difference in the income
over variable costs from sugar beets and
the alternative crop.

Other important factors that will affect
the profitability of sugar beet production
are the cost of irrigation water, the price
of sugar, the yield of sugar produced per
acre, and the cost of thinning and
weeding.

The higher the cost of water, the lower
will be the income over variable costs
for sugar beets as well as for all other
crops. Since beets use more water than
barley or grain sorghum, they will have
less competitive advantage over those
crops in areas with high water costs.

Most cotton and grain farmers will
need to buy additional equipment to
grow sugar beets unless they hire most
jobs done on a custom basis. Bed shapers,
precision planters, precision cultivators,
mechanical thinners and weeders, and
other items will be needed. It is esti-
mated that most cotton and grain farm-

- 2 0



ers will need to buy about $3,000 to
$4,500 worth of new equipment to grow
80 acres of beets. Some of these items
of equipment, such as precision planters,
will be found useful in growing other
crops.

Sugar beets will be grown under con-
tract between Spreckels Sugar Company
and individual farmers. The maximum
permitted any individual farmer will be
80 acres or 25 percent of his cropped
acreage, whichever is less. Farmers inter-
ested in growing sugar beets should
make application soon for a sugar beet
acreage commitment. Application forms
for acreage commitments (proportionate

share acreages or allotments, which, for
all practical purposes are the same thing)
can be obtained from Spreckels Sugar
Company, 454 North Arizona Avenue,
Chandler, Arizona 85224. Application
forms also can be obtained from the
ASCS offices or County Agricultural Ex-
tension Service offices.

Beginning in the fall of 1969, farmers
likely will be restricted to a proportionate
share of the Arizona acretage which they
grow during 1966, 1967, and 1968. Sugar
beet acreage commitments (proportionate
share or allotments) will go to individual
farm operators and will not be "tied"
to the land.

Beef Cattle and Calves
The gross value of beef cattle and

calves sold in Arizona, December 1964
through November 1965 is estimated at
$190.1 million. This is an increase of
approximately $36.4 million over the
year earlier and a record for beef cattle
and calves.

The increase was due to both increased
marketings and increased prices. Market-
ings from feedlots increased about 46,-
000 head—639,000 compared to 593,000
for the previous twelve months. Ship-
ments out of Arizona for the period
totaled 755,186 head compared to 644,-
521 for the same period a year earlier.

The number of cattle and calves
shipped into the state during the twelve
months ending June 30, 1965, totaled
640,470 head—97,935 head more than
the year earlier. This increase in num-
bers along with an increase in price
raised the total cost of inshipments in
1964-65 as compared to 1963-64. The
value of the inshipments is estimated to
be $64 million compared to $52.8 mil-
lion for the year earlier. Thus, the net
cash value of beef cattle sales in Arizona
in 1965 was approximately $126.1 mil-
lion.

Cattle slaughter also increased during
the twelve months ending November 30,
1965. Total cattle slaughter was esti-
mated at 239,000 head, or 218 million
pounds live weight, while the estimated
total for the preivous twelve months was
223,800 head and 201 million pounds
live weight. Calf slaughter during the De-
cember 1964 to November 1965 period
was estimated to be 7,400 head—1,000
more than during the December 1963 to
November 1964 period. The live weight
of calves slaughtered during the first pe-
riod was 3.3 million pounds, compared
to 2.8 million pounds for the later period.

The average price for Choice grade
900-1,100 pound steers during 1965 at
Phoenix was $24.56 per hundredweight,
while the average price paid for Choice
grade 500-800 pound feeder steers was
$21.51 per hundredweight, and Choke
feeder steer calves was $22.29-

Prices paid for feeder calves purchased
in the country was higher. Choice grade
steer calves brought from $24.00 to
$25.00 per hundred, while heifer calves
brought from $22 to $24.00. Most of
the range calves were put under contract
in late summer and early fall.
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Sheep and Wool
Total sales of §8.2 million are esti-

mated for sheep and wool in Arizona
during 1965. Cash income from the sale
of sheep and lambs is estimated at $6.8
million — approximately $1.5 million
more than was received during 1964.

Major reasons for the increased income
from the sale of sheep and lambs were
(1) increased prices, and (2) increases
in the number of old crop lambs fed.
Prices rose two to three cents a pound
while the number of lambs fed in 1965
totaled 111,000 head, an increase of 22,-

000 head or almost 25 percent above
1964.

The 1965 lamp crop is estimated at
301,000 head, an increase of 7,000 over
1964. White owners saved 111,000 head
of lambs while Indian owners saved
190,000 head.

Although wool production rose in
1965, income from wool decreased due
to lower prices. Total income from wool
is approximately $1.4 million, about
$300,000 less than in 1964. Production
increased 4 percent over 1964—4 million
pounds compared to 3-9 million pounds.

Dairy
The total amount of milk produced

in Arizona reached a new high of 547
million pounds in 1965, an increase of 23
million pounds over the 1964 level.

Cash receipts from dairying in 1965
equalled $30.6 million, slightly higher
than the 1964 level. Sales of dairy ani-
mals accounted for $2.8 million while
sales of milk and milk products ac-
counted for §27.8 million.

The proportion of milk utilized in
fluid form dropped again this year. In
1965, 76.8 percent of total milk sales
were in Class I compared to 78 percent
in 1964. Class II and Class III sales ac-
counted for 8 and 15.2 percent, repective-
ly. Class III utilization increased again
this year, while Class II utilization re-
mained the same.

Milk prices received by farmers for

Table 12. Classification of Producer Milk Under Federal Order 131, Central
Arizona Area, 1965.

MONTH TOTAL" CLASS I CLASS II CLASS HI

January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
September
October
November
December

43.0
40.1
46.0
44.3
44,7
42.3
41.3
41.4
41.9
44.3
42.7

34.3
31.8
36.4
33.5
32.8
30.6
30.4
29.8
33.2
35.6
34.2

3.4
3.2
4.1
3.6
3.6
3.3
3.5
3.3
3.4
3.3
3.2

5.4
5.1
5.4
7.2
8.3
8.4
7.4
8.4
5.3
5.4
5.2

a Totals may not balance due to rourding of figures.
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1965 averaged $5.08 per hundredweight.
This price represents the weighted av-
erage price for all milk sold, not the
average blend price for 3.5 percent milk.

The number of producers under the
Federal Milk Marketing Order fell from
255 in 1964 to 236 in 1965. The decrease
in number of producers is paralleled by
an increase in the number of cows per
herd. This year, DHIA herds averaged
165 cows, up 10 from 1964.

The production per cow for DHIA
test herds increased slightly to 12,670
pounds per year at 3.6 percent butterfat.

The culling rate was a high of 34.9 per-
cent this year.

Per capita civilian disappearance of
milk in all forms ran 1.5 percent below
the 1964 level. On the national level,
milk consumption per capita equalled
619 pounds. However, the domestic use
of milk for 1965 was about the same as
the 122.2 billion pounds (milk equiva-
lent) consumed in 1964. It is expected
that population growth will offset the
decline in per capita and result in stable
or slightly increased total consumption
in 1966.

Poultry
Income from sales of poultry and eggs

in Arizona was $5.7 million in 1965.
Egg sales accounted for $4.7 million
with the balance of $1.0 million coming
from the sales of turkeys, commercial
broilers, farm chickens, and turkey hatch-
ing eggs and poults shipped out of state.

Egg prices fell from 36.2 cents per
dozen in 1964 to 30.0 cents in 1965. This
resulted in a decline in income from eggs
from $5.8 million in 1964 to $4.7 mil-
lion in 1965. Average number of layers
on hand was 912,000 birds. The rate of
lay was 209 eggs per bird. Total eggs
produced was 109.2 million, about the
same as in 1964.

Prices and production of most poultry
products fell in 1965. Turkey prices de-
clined from 25 to 22.5 cents per pound,
and production of turkeys fell from 190,-
000 to 105,000 birds.

Broiler prices dropped from about
18 to 16 cents per pound. Cull hens
sold for 4.5 cents per pound.

Changes in procedures for estimating
prices of cull hens, and sales from turkey
hatching eggs and poults shipped out
of state, resulted in additional decline
in income from 1964. Future issues of
Arizona Agriculture will reflect these
new procedures.

Table 13. Selected Data on Arizona Poultry and Eggs.

YEAR

1959
1960
1961
1962
1963
1964
1965

I AVE. NO.
1 HENS ON HAND

756
752
704
789
777
908a

912

EGGS PRODUCED
PER HEN

218
214
206
212
214
212
209

I PRICES RECEIVED 1
1 BY FARMERS I

(cents per dozen)
52.4
50.3
41.5
38.4
36.7
36.2
30.0

a Revised.
Source: Arizona Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, USDA, Phoenix.
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Cost of Production Budgets
For Major Arizona Field Crops

Estimated costs and returns involved
in producing Arizona's four major field
crops are presented in Tables 14 through
18. These budgets can be most useful if
the assumptions embodied in their con-
struction are thoroughly understood.
Footnotes to each table explain most of
the physical input data while certain im-
plications of the cost assumptions are
pointed out below.

Because actual costs will vary among
farmers, depending on each farmer's ma-
chinery complement, size of farm, annual
use of equipment, and management abil-
ity, typical custom costs were used in
preparing these budgets (Table 19). Cus-
tom costs may include the noncash over-
head costs of owning equipment and
profit to the custom operator as well as
the variable costs of operating that equip-
ment. Therefore, where a farmer owns
and operates his own equipment, his
cash costs may be considerably less than
shown.

Of course, much of the difference
probably would show up as increased
noncash ownership costs such as de-
preciation and interest on investment.
Whether total cash and noncash costs
would be more or less than shown would
depend mainly on the size of the farm-
ing operation.

Large farms generally can obtain lower
per-acre costs than small farms. There-
fore, the total cost figure is typical of
farms using all custom equipment opera-
tions. Research on diversified cash crop
farms in the Imperial Valley suggests
that total per-acre costs may be lowered
by as much as 10 percent as size of farm
increases above a small custom operation.

Certain other costs would also be re-
distributed if a farmer owned his own
equipment. The entry for industrial in-
surance and social security would rise as
the farmer hires his machinery operators
directly rather than through a custom

operator. Production credit would be
smaller to the extent that cash costs
would be smaller.

Cash farm overhead is listed as $15
per acre for each crop. This figure was
selected as typical of a representative
Arizona diversified crop farm. A farm
growing more barley or grain sorghum
than normal will have a lower per-acre
cash overhead, while a farm with more
alfalfa or cotton than normal will have a
higher per-acre cash overhead.

Water costs for the Salt River Project
assume that the entire supply of water
comes from the Project. In some cases,
water may be pumped from private wells
in lieu of the pump-right water furnished
at s$7.50 per acre-foot by the Project.

Water costs for Arizona pump areas
are based on the use of both electric and
gas-operated well. The cash costs in-
volved in pumping water are shown in
that part of each budget; in addition, a
charge for the fixed costs related to the
investment and depreciation on the well,
pump, and pumping equipment is shown
in the fixed cost section of each budget.

Cotton Budget
New cotton legislation will have a

substantial impact on costs and returns
in Arizona. For this reason, the usual
procedure is being altered somewhat. In
addition to an estimated cotton budget
for 1966, last year's budget is being
duplicated (p. 26, Arizona Agriculture
1965). The purpose is to aid in dis-
cussing the changes anticipated in 1966.

Since the numerous details of the cot-
ton program remain to be spelled out,
data in the 1966 cotton budget should be
interpreted only as an initial "guess-
timate" of future situations. The major
changes anticipated are that (1) returns
above cash costs per acre planted will
increase, but (2) returns above both cash
and fixed costs may increase or decrease,
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depending on the particular situation.
On many Arizona farms, the most

profitable alternative under the new cot-
ton program will be to reduce cotton
acreage to 65 percent of the farm allot-
ment. This likely will be the most com-
mon alternative chosen by Arizona farm-
ers in 1966. The anticipated effect of this
reduced acreage is shown primarily in
two categories of the budget: (1) re-
ceipts per acre planted, and (2) the
fixed charges associated with land rental.

Receipts — Total receipts per acre
planted in 1966 will be the sum of re-
ceipts from: (1) sale of lint (both ma-
chine-picked and scrap); (2) sale of
cottonseed; (3) price support payments;
and (4) diverted acres payments.

A price of 21.4 cents per pound of
lint is used in the 1966 budget. This
was estimated by giving account to the
base loan rate of 21.0 cents, location dif-
ferentials, and premiums over loan values
for cotton sold in the market place.

The price used in the 1966 budget for
scrap cotton represents a 6-cent per
pound discount from nonscrap lint prices.
The 1965 budget discounted scrap prices
7.3 cents. With the lowering of cotton
prices to world levels, however, the dis-
count for scrap cotton probably will be
less than in the past.

Since scrap cotton likely will sell at
lower prices, scrapping will become a
relatively less profitable operation. There-
fore, it is anticipated that the volume
of scrap cotton will be reduced. For this
reason, the amount of lint from scrapping
operations has been reduced from 250 to
125 pounds for the 1966 budget.

Price support payments in 1965 are

estimated at 9.42 cents per pound on a
projected yield of 1,125 pounds. Since a
35-percent decrease in acreage is used for
1966, the price support payment was ap-
plied to the projected yield of all acres
planted.

Diverted acres payments for 1966 were
estimated on the basis of 10.5 cents per
pound on the projected yield (1,125
pounds) of the diverted acres (35 per-
cent of the farm allotment). The total
diversion payments were then prorated
among acres actually planted to cotton.

Land Rental — Details of the 1966
cotton program were not fully released
by the end of 1965. However, many
farmers probably found it necessary to
complete their rental arrangements be-
fore January 1966. It was therefore as-
sumed in the 1966 budget that rental
rates per acre of allotment would remain
approximately the same as in 1965, be-
cause of the lag in adjustment to the
new program.

If it is assumed that rental rates per
acre of allotment remain the same, then
rent per acre planted will increase by
about 54 percent because farmers will be
paying rent on the full allotment while
planting only 65 percent. A similar in-
crease would hold for taxes.

Reservation—The 1966 budget charges
rent on diverted acres to the acres of
cotton planted. If other crops are grown
on the diverted acres, then a portion of
the rent charged to cotton should be
charged to these other crops. This would
alter the returns to management con-
siderably.

(See Tables on following pages.)
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