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Arizona Agriculture Income
Declines Again in 1964
Gross value of Arizona's agricultural
production fell again in 1964 and is
estimated at $541 million. This is 7
percent below the value of production in 1963 and 8 percent below the
record value of crops and livestock
produced in 1962. Decreases in the
value of cattle and calves, cotton,
hay, vebetables, and citrus were major
factors responsible for the lower Income.
Data for 1964 income with comparisons are shown in Table 1. This
gross value figure includes some double counting as in the case of hay
and feed grains which are produced

and fed in Arizona. Also, all livestock figures include a value for some
animals sold both off ranch and off
feed, and a value of animals shipped
in from out of state.
Minor adjustments have been made
in some of the 1963 value figures due
to changes which were made in the
final estimates of receipts published
after the release of Arizona Agriculture
last year. In accordance with this policy,
1964 figures are marked ''preliminary/'
This will permit small statistical adjustments and will conform with other
statistical reporting in the state.
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The value of all cattle and calves

Central Arizona Project
The Central Arizona Project (CAP—
see cover for a partial view) is a multipurpose project in scope and includes
facilities to divert, pump, and convey
water from the Colorado River into
the central part of Arizona From this
area, benefits could be made available
throughout the State of Arizona and
western New Mexico by water exchanges with areas outside the zone
of direct service. The CAP plan includes dams and reservoirs on tributary streams in Arizona and western
New Mexico to provide for optimum
development of the local water resources and to provide for greater
conservation and beneficial use of all
water.
Plans for the Project moved forward
in 1964. As was reported in Arizona
Agriculture 1964, old plans have
been revised and brought up to date
by the Bureau of Reclamation. Circumstances have changed considerably
since 18 years ago when the CAP was
first introduced in Congress. One of
the changes in the Project is that the
power plant and the electrical transmission features of the original Project have been identified as a unit
of another division of the overall
Pacific Southwest Water Plan.
Immediately upon the rulings by
the Supreme Court in 1963 concerning
division of lower Colorado River flows,
the modernized plans for the Project
were introduced into both Houses of
the Congress by the entire Arizona
delegation as Senate Bill 1658, 88th
Congress, with request for approval
and authorization for an appropriation

to initiate detailed planning. Hearings were held in the Senate in August
and October 1963. The Senate hearings, including a petition for rehearing,
have been published and are available
from the U. S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, D. C. However,
the 88th Congress adjourned without
action on the bill by the House.
Following the elections of last
November and in anticipation of the
opening of the newly elected 89th
Congress in January of this year,
hearings were held in Phoenix on
November 9, 1964, by the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation
of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the U.S. House of Representatives.
The principal change relating to
the Pro|ect expected in the 89th Congress will be its incorporation in a
larger plan called 'The Pacific Southwest Water Plan of Regional Water
Source Development." Specifically, the
finance arrangements for the CAP differ
somewhat from the arrangements provided in the Bureau of Reclamation's
original report of 1947. Information
on the Central Arizona Project and
the Pacific Southwest Water Plan is
available from the U. S. Bureau of
Reclamation, R e g i o n 3 Office in
Phoenix.
Construction of the Central Arizona
Project is estimated to cost $506,829,000. In order to make the Project
operational, Bridge Canyon and Marble Canyon dams and powerplants
must also be constructed as units of
the Mainstream Reservoirs Division of
the Pacific Southwest Water Plan.
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Water
Declining supplies of water relative
to the demands being made on them
continue to characterize the Arizona
water economy. Total water demands
remain about stable at a little more
than 7 million acre-feet annually, of
which 2% million come from surface
flows and 4V2 million from the groundwater account.1 Unless additional supplies are found, increases in the near
future in water use to support continued economic growth can occur only
with offsetting decreases in consumptive uses elsewhere—for example, in
agriculture or in evapo-transpiration
losses.
The pressures on water supplies in
the state will continue to center on
the groundwater storage basins So
long as, but no longer than, the volume of water stored in these vast
underground reservoirs remains in
quantity and at levels so as to make
pumping economical, the economy of
the state can continue to grow, much
as in the recent past. But the economic
well-being of the state cannot persist for long by drawing on its water
inheritance. The state, like any family,
must sooner or later begin adding to
its water account by increased inflows
or by decreased withdrawals; sooner
or later, it will be forced to live on
its water income, not on its water inheritance.
The Groundwater Branch of the
U. S. Geological Survey has recently
published a projection of groundwater
supplies in central Arizona for the
next five years. Its data show that after
3

For a comprehensive review of groundwater conditions in the stale, see White, Natalie D., R. S.
Stulik, E K. Morse, et al. r Annual Report on Groundwater in Arizona, Spring 1963 to Spring 1964,

U. S. Geological Survey and Arizona State Land
Department, cooperating, Water Resources Report
No 19.

the removal of 11 million acre-feet of
water from the ground reservoir over
the last five years in the Salt River
Valley, only limited areas have static
groundwater levels presently deeper
than 400 feet, although two small
areas are at depths of more than 500
feet.
The 5-year projection is that the
areas that exceed 400-foot depths to
water will have spread markedly, with
several new areas of such depth having
appeared and with a marked spreading of the areas having depths in excess of 500 feet. In general, these
depths to groundwater represent static
levels; actual pumping lifts will be
considerably more because of the coning effect that takes place during active
pumping.
In the lower Santa Cruz basin in
Pinal County, about 5.5 million acrefeet of groundwater have been removed, of which only about 1.5 million acre-feet were derived from recharge flow. The balance of 4 million
acre-feet came out of the stored water
account.
The Geological Survey expects that
over the next five years, declines in
the groundwater level in this area will
range from about 20 feet adjacent to
the Gila River to 60 feet in the Stanfield-AAaricopa area, and averaging
30-35 feet elsewhere in the basin,
with extensive areas in the StanfleldMaricopa area reaching depths to
water that will exceed 550 feet (static
level).
Although studies of the groundwater levels have not been made in
equal detail in other areas in the
state, levels are falling in all areas
where substantial amounts of surface
water are not also being received.
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Usable Stored Water
RESERVOSR(S)

December 31,
1964

39,630
San Carlos (Gila River
607,700
Combined storage, Salt and Verde System
Colorado River storage, Lakes Mead and
12,730,000
Mohave

As groundwater levels fall and
costs of water rise, agricultural use
will gradually give way as water
grows too costly for profitable farming. It will be necessary for economically productive nonagricultural water
uses to increase in the state to offset
the decrease in agriculture if the state's
total economy is not to suffer, let alone
continue to grow.
Two principal sources of increased
flows of surface water in Arizona to
offset the drain on the groundwater
ace )unt are (1) management and treatment of the Salt-Verde watersheds to
increase net water yields, together
with removal of w a t e r-transpiring
vegetation from along the stream
channels, and (2) to import additional
water from the Colorado River. The
former has been initiated by the Salt
River Project through a contract entered into with the U. S. Forest Service
in 1964, under which the Project will
underwrite significantly large investments in watershed treatment over the
next 25 years. The latter source is the
Central Arizona Project. (See Page 6.)

December 3 1 ,
1963
(acre-feet)
59,720
796,800
17,563,000

Long-Timei
Average

101,700 (35 yrs.)
619,400 (54 yrs.)
18,640,000 (29 yrs.)

Whatever success these two efforts
achieve, however, they alone will not
be enough. The state will still be overdrawing between 2.5 and 3.0 million
acre-feet annually from its inherited
water account. Further water importations seem inevitable, hence the state
must continue to show dedicated interest in regional, interregional, and even
international water planning, development and transportation, and in the
development of its nonagricultural
economy.
The 1964 water-year approaches
with the following volumes of water
stored in the state's above-ground reservoirs with comparisons to previous
years:
Prospects for surface supplies of
water in Arizona have been darker
than at present. They also have been
much better. Storage in the surface reservoirs, especially the key system of
the Salt-Verde Rivers, is low enough so
that without substantial runoff in the
winter ahead, a severe constraint on
surface deliveries could occur.

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

Arizona's 1965 upland cotton allotment of 330,660 acres is about the
same as that for 1964 and 1963. The
long staple cotton allotment for 1965
is 33,595 acres — about two-thirds of
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the 1964 allotment and just over onehalf of the 1963 allotment.
Upland cotton price support for 1965
is 29 cent per pound (national average)
—1 cent less than 1964. Farmers must
plant within their allotment to be eligible. Farmers planting within their
domestic allotment (65 percent of regular allotment) are eligible for payments of 4.35 cents per pound on
"normal" yield of acres planted. No
export acreage overplant is allowed
in 1965.
In 1964 the support was 30 cents
per pound, the domestic allotment 67
percent of regular allotment, and payment on "n o r m a \" yield of acres
planted was 3.5 cents per pound.
Farmers were allowed to overplant 5
percent for export.
Cotton producers planting within
their domestic allotments may grow
other crops on land not planted to
cotton if they do not overplant their
feed grain base.
The price support program for long
staple cotton does not include domestic
allotments. Government J o a n s are
available on the cotton grown within
the allotment.
Arizona's feed grain base remains
at 374,052 acres. The 1965 feed grain
program is essentially the same as
those for 1964 and 1963. Farmers
who divert a minimum of 20 percent
(they may divert more) of their feed
grain base to approved soil conserving
uses are eligible for payments on the
diverted acres and price supports on
production of planted acres. Loan support in 1965 will be $1.05 for corn
(5 cents less than in 1964), and the
price support payment will be 20
cents (5 cents more than in 1964).
Except for grain sorghum, other
feed grain supports for 1965 will be
in line with corn. The loan for grain
sorghum will be at $1.65—3 cents
lower than last year. The price sup-

port payment, however, has been
raised to 35 cents. Loan for barley is
80 cents per bushel, and the support
payment is 16 cents.
The new wheat program is voluntary. Wheat farmers who participate
fully in the program are eligible to receive price-support loans at $1.30 (national average) per bushel and marketing certificates. Certificates valued at
70 cents per bushel will be issued on
the portion of the normal production
of the farm wheat allotment representing food products for consumption
in the U.S. Certificates valued at 25
cents per bushel will be issued on the
portion of the normal production of
the farm wheat allotment to be exported in the form of wheat products.
(The price-support loan rate will be
$1.25 per bushel, domestic certificates
75 cents per bushel, and export certificates 30 cents per bushel during the
1965 marketing year, July 1, 1965,
through June 30, 1966.) Under the
program there are no restrictions on
wheat marketing. Therefore, a farmer,
whether participating with the program and whether or not eligible for
certificates, can sell his production to
anyone at prevailing market prices.
The wool incentive program was
started in 1954 and covers marketings
through March 1966. Under this program the grower sells his wool on the
open market, and the government pays
the grower an incentive payment. This
incentive payment is the difference
between the average market price and
the 62 cents per pound, grease basis,
incentive level for 1965.
Price supports for honey have been
available to producers during the years
1947, 1950, and 1951 through purchases from packers. Since 1952, honey
prices have been supported by nonrecourse loans from the Commodity
Credit Corporation to producers.
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There were 591,820 pounds of Arizona honey valued at $50,600 under
loan and purchases agreements in
1964 Producers, however, redeemed
all the honey loans for all the years
except 1958. Only in 1958 was honey
actually delivered to the CCC. No deliveries to the CCC are expected for
the 1964 crop of honey.
Another federal farm program of
importance to Arizona is the Federal
Milk Market Order, which includes
approximately 97 percent of the milk
produced in the state. Through this
order the farm price of milk is established on a formula basis, and all receivers of milk pay a uniform price.
In addition to the above government
programs for stabilizing farm prices
and income, Arizona farmers and
ranchers participate in the Agricultural
Conservative Reserve feature of the
Soil Bank and the Agricultural Conservation Program,
The land use adjustment provisions
of the Food and Agricultural Act of

1962 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, wildlife, 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.

Estimated Government Payments
Received by Arizona Farmers in
1964*
Agricultural Conservation Program
Feed Grain Program
Conservation Reserve Program
Farmer Grain Storage Program
Wool Program
Wheat Program
Cotton Domestic Payments
Total
r

$1,500,000
3,000,000
30,000
70,000
300,000
700,000
215,000
$5,815,000

Estimates by the State Office of the Agricultural
Stabilization and Conservation Service

International Agricultural Programs
In cooperation with the National
Land-Grant Association of Colleges and
Universities and the U. S. Department
of Agriculture (USDA), The University
of Arizona actively participates in agricultural training programs, both academic and in-service, for foreign nationals. Participants are selected by
their respective governments and,
upon approval of the United States
government, training is provided them
as an official representative of their
government. These training programs
are sponsored primarily by either the
Agency for International Development
(AID) or the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO),
with AID predominating.

Currently there are 60 undergraduate and 74 graduate students, representing 42 foreign countries, pursuing
academic programs in the College of
Agriculture. Approximately 200 participants receive in-service training annually in programs that vary in length
from one day to two weeks, and even
longer in a few cases, with all programs being especially designed to fit
particular needs. All phases of agriculture are involved in the training
programs, but emphasis is on irrigated
agriculture under semiarid conditions.
The primary objective of international training programs is to provide
academic training and/or in-service
training that will be useful in improv-
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ing agricultural conditions in the developing countries of the world. Basically,
the developing countries are from
60-95 percent dependent on an agricultural economy.
Participation in this training program
represents the contribution of the College of Agriculture toward the improvement of living standards and
understanding throughout the world.
Another type of international agricultural program is the Arizona-Brazil
Project—a contract between the University of Arizona and the Agency for
International Development, was developed with the University of Ceara,
Fortaleza, and approved October 23,
1963. The principal objective of this
project is for the University of Arizona
to provide technical advice and assistance to AID and to the cooperating

country for improvement in agricultural productivity, increased efficiency
in utilization of agricultural resources,
and higher standards of living for the
rural population through development
of a land-grant college type of philosophy in education, research and extension.
Personnel from the University for
this project have been selected in the
following subject matter fields: research and experiment administration,
soil science, food and fiber crops,
crop production, animal science, agricultural engineering, agricultural economics, horticulture and agricultural
extension. Dr. William Pistor, long-time
Head of Animal Pathology, was chosen
as first chief of the group. Eight of the
10 staff members selected have been
in Brazil for several months.

Resource Development
Resources development councils,
which are broadly representative of
people in the various communities, organizations, businesses and industries
in the county, are operating in Mohave, Navajo, and Apache Counties.
The main functions of the councils are
to determine the needs and goals of
people and to coordinate and integrate
the work of various organizations toward those ends. The councils help
other groups to facilitate and to coordinate development work—not to
compete with or replace work of those
groups.
Since organization, these councils
have developed overall plans of work
and are now busy executing these
plans. In other counties, considerable
work in resource development is being carried out by various agencies
and organizations, but these activities
lack the general overall coordination

which is possible with countywide resource development councils.
During 1964 the resource development councils did more work with
water than with any other resource.
This varied from obtaining underground and surface water studies from
the Bureau of Reclamation and the
U. S. Geological Survey to feasibility
studies in developing new lands; and
from using waste water from a pulp
mill to studying needed changes in
the state's laws which would enable
the formation of conservancy districts
and county water codes.
Some examples of other council accomplishments are: a feasibility study
for an industrial development complex
at the Kingman Airport; help to the
Arizona strip area in obtaining telephone service from the Rural Electrification Administration; help in planning and zoning procedures in Mo-
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have County; mosquito control along
the Little Colorado River in Navajo
County; landscaping work and tree
planting in Navajo and Apache Counties; and feasibility studies for increasing egg, meat, and milk production
in Apache County.
Any county can organize 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 planning and
in carrying out projects can also be
obtained from the U. S Department
of Agriculture agencies in the county
and from local leaders and businesses
Financial help can be obtained from
several USDA agencies; the Area Redevelopment Administration ,the U. S.
Geological Survey, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Housing Home and Finance Agency, Small Business Administration, and through the newly created Economic Opportunity Act which
stresses help for lower income people.

Agricultural Credit
The amount of credit being used by
Arizona farmers and ranchers January 1, 1965, was substantially higher
than a year earlier (Table 3). Non-real-

estate loans outstanding increased 21
percent compared with January 1,
1964, and 85 percent compared with
1960. While data are not complete

Table 3. Farm and Ranch Loans in Arizona, by Lender Groups.
LENDER GROUP

1965 as Percent of

Outstanding January 1
1960

|

1964

|

1965

1960

|

1964

Lender
Percent
1965

(millions of dollars)
Non-Real-Estate Loans
Commercial Banks'1
Production Credit Association
Other financing institutions0
Farmers Home Administration'1
Total

Real-Estate Loans
Individuals and others
Insurance companies
Commercial banks
Federal Land Bank
Farmers Home Administration
Total
1
h

98.1
8.4
7.2
1.4

158.5
12.4
34
1.3

191.7
15.5
4.1
1.4

195
185
57
100

121
125
121
108

115.1

175.6

212.7

185

121

100

112
108
105

Lender
Percent
1964
44
39
4
12
1

52.8
43.5
4.1
16.3
1.9

71.6
62.9
6.9
20.4
2.1

n/a
n/a
7.7
22.0
2.2

118.6

163.9

n/a

Preliminary.
Excludes loans guaranteed by the Commodity Credit
Corporation

c
d

188
135
116

90
7
2
1

100

Discounting with the Federal Intermediate Credit
Bank
FHA loans include "operating/' "emergency/' and
"emergency crop and feed" loans
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for real-estate loans, indications are
that the volume of this type of loan
also increased substantially.
Information available indicates that
increases in crop and in range livestock loans account for the major part
of the increases in non-real-estate
loans. Increased operating costs were
one of the contributing factors. Some
farmers were hit hard financially by
a relatively poor 1964 cotton crop.
The cotton crop generally was a little
later than u s u a l , which also contributed to a somewhat larger January 1, 1965, non-real-estate debt.
Lower feeder cattle prices were primarily responsible for the increased
volume of range livestock credit outstanding.
Indications are that the volume of
farm machinery and equipment loans
was a little less January 1, 1965, than
a year earlier, which was due in part
to more cautious purchases of such
items during the year. The increase in
real-estate debt is attributable in part
to farmers and ranchers shifting nonreal-estate loans to the real estate category to provide needed flexibility for
operating funds.
Commercial banks, insurance comanies, and individuals and miscellaneous lenders continue to provide the
major portion of the agricultural credit
in the state. Commercial banks held an
estimated 90 percent of the non-realestate loans outstanding January 1,
1965. Insurance companies and individual and miscellaneous lenders held
83 percent of the real-estate debt outstanding January 1, 1964.

Data on loans outstanding January
1, given \n Table 3, do not reflect the
maximum credit service to agriculture
in all cases. Data available indicate
non-real estate loans made during the
year are fully double the balance outstanding at the end of the year.
Another indication of credit service
is the peak loan volume during the
year. Limited data available indicate
that the peak (September) volume of
crop loans was approximately 2.5
times the December 31, 1964, outstanding balance.
All things considered, It appears that
the credit position of farmers has
deteriorated somewhat during 1964.
While most lenders extend or rewrite
good loans rather than to classify them
as deliquent, indications are that delinquency has increased. Lenders indicate that many borrowers are somewhat slower in meeting installment
payments. And, as indicated above,
some chattel loans have been shifted
to real estate to ease the operating
credit situation.
These conditions are not new in the
state. Lenders observe that a number
of farmers and ranchers have been
"living" on increased land values for
some time, a situation which portends
more serious financial difficulties.
Interest rates on farm and ranch
loans January 1, 1965, are the same
to slightly higher than a year earlier.
Fewer borrowers classify in the prime
rate category. Funds generally are
available for good loans, but increased
rates paid on savings accounts and
increases in lender operating costs
generally are strong underlying forces
in the interest rate structure.
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Oil Crops
Oil crops took a back seat in Arizona agriculture during 1964. The
5,500 acres of safflower amounted to
about 1/10 of the 1963 acreage. Yield
was also down, being around 1,700
pounds per acre, compared to around
2,300 pounds in 1963. With prices
at around $73 per ton, total value of
the 1964 crop is e s t i m a t e d at
$343,000.
Prices of all oil crops are likely to
be higher than in 1964 due to lower
mill stocks and greater domestic and
foreign demands. Some c o n t r a c t
prices for the 1965 crop of safflower
have been quoted at $90 per ton.
These higher prices will tend to encourage growers to plant more acres
in 1965. However, this tendency may
largely be offset by the reflection on

the lower yields of 1964.
The only other oil seeds grown on
a commercial scale in the state were
fiaxseed and castor beans. Acreage of
both were down sharply. There were
about 110 acres of flax in 1964, compared to about 1,200 acres in 1963
and around 6,000 acres in 1962. The
yield last year was estimated at 40
bushels per acre, the same as in 1963.
Price FOB Los Angeles was $3.45
per bushel.
The 1964 castor bean crop is estimated at 20 acres, compared to 300
acres in 1963. Trade sources expect
acreage to increase substantially this
year, but some persons close to castor bean production feel that harvesting problems will tend to keep acreage
low in 1965.

Vegetables and Melons
Arizona produced an $80.5 million
vegetable crop in 1964 (Table 6).
This is an 8 percent decrease from the
$87.7 million crop of 1963. The decline results from a decrease in the
value of production of early spring
and late fall lettuce, all melon crops,
onions, cabbage, carrots, broccoli and
miscellaneous vegetables. The decline was partially offset by higher
values for winter lettuce, potatoes,
and celery. The industry shipped a
total of 53,298 cars of vegetables and
melons during the 1963-64 crop-year
—a decrease of 5,941 cars from the
previous year.
Although the acreage of lettuce increased from 56,612 acres in 1962-63
to 59,612 acres in 1963-64, total pro-

Table 6.

Value of Major Arizona
Vegetables and Melons.

PRODUCT

Lettuce
Cantaloup11
Potatoes
Watermelons
Onions
Carrots
Celery
Broccoli
Cabbage
Cauliflower
Misc. vegetables0
!l
Revised.
1}
Includes
c

VALUE OF PRODUCTION
1 Average
I
1963-64 1 1962-63"I 1958-62
(millions of dollars)
43.3
45.9
50.0
17.4
12.5
15.8
c
7.6
5.5
1.6
1.7
1.4
1.1
2.8
1.4
2.0
2.1
1.6
.6
.2
.1
.3
.5
.6
.9
.6
1.1
.4
.4
.4
c
5.5
6.1

honeydews.
Data not available/ hence totals are not made for
these years
Source* Vegetable, Melon and Citrus Crop, 1963 Summary, and Annual Crop Summary, Arizona Crop
and Livestock Reporting Service, USDA, Phoenix, December 1964.
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Table 7. Arizona Lettuce Production.
1963-64 PRODUCTION

1962-63 PRODUCTION

DISTRICT AND SEASON
Acres
Central
SRV,1 Harquahala and Eloy
Fall
Spring
Aquila
Fall
Spring

)

Cartons

Acres

1

Cartons

13,859
16,987

4,832,741
6,603,978

13,391
14,573

5,438,102
7,463,947

2,682
2,032

1,058,183
740,366

3,401
3,260

1,217,588
1,475,080

Eastern
Willcox
Fall
Spring

2,280
2,545

968,194
814,049

2,387
1,895

587,736
997,688

Western
Yumab
Winter

T 9,227

7,898,019

18,012

6,163,121

59,612

22,915,530

56,919

23,343,262

Total
a
Salt
h

River Valley.
Includes production from 1,320 acres of spring and
fall lettuce from the Hyder, Poston, and Parker areas.

Source Arizona Fruit and Vegetable Standardization
Service, Annual Report, 1963-64.

duction remained essentially the same
(Table 7). In the western Arizona deal,
acreage decreased about 6 percent
and production decreased about 8 percent. However, prices increased about
24 percent which resulted in a profitable deal for that area.

which resulted in a profitable fall
lettuce deal.

For the spring lettuce deal of central and eastern Arizona, acreage was
increased almost 2,000 acres, but production dropped about 1.8 million
cartons below the previous year's
production. Also, the overlapping of
harvest times among the districts
caused serious price declines. Spring
lettuce sold for an average price of
$1.34 per carton in 1964, as compared to $2.44 for w i n t e r lettuce
and $2.00 for spring lettuce in 1963.
Fall lettuce acreage dropped about
800 acres from 1963. Prices were up
an average of 4 cents per carton

The acreage of spring cantaloups
increased from 17,300 acres in 1963
to 19,700 acres in 1964. However,
yields were low due to weather conditions and vine irregularities, and income was reduced to $15.8 million as
compared to $17.4 million a year
earlier.
The Arizona potato acreage and
yield per acre decreased in 1964;
however, prices were very good and
total income to growers increased to
$7.6 million as compared to $5.5 million in 1963. About 63 percent of the
potatoes were sold in the fresh form
and 37 percent sold for manufacturing
purposes. The major acreage of potatoes is produced in central Arizona;
however, a small acreage was grown
in both eastern and western Arizona
during 1964.
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Citrus and and Grapes
Citrus production in Arizona for the
1964-65 season is expected to be
down from the record crop of 196364. In December 1964 production of
all oranges in Arizona was forecast
at 4,200,000 cartons, down about 5
p e r c e n t from the 1963-64 crop.
Grapefruit production is expected to
be 5,800,000 cartons as compared to
6,420,000 cartons a year earlier.
The 1964-65 lemon crop was forecast at 2,600,000 cartons, down 25
percent from the 1963-64 crop.
The total value of all Arizona citrus
in 1964-65 is estimated at $17,012,000
as compared to the record high value
of $19,222,000 for the 1963-64 crop.
Although all citrus crops produced
in the United States in 1964-65 are

slightly below the previous 5-year
average, production of oranges and
grapefruit will be up 22 percent and
12 percent, respectively, during the
1964-65 season. Lemon production
dropped 23 percent from the 1963-64
crop year. In both Arizona and California the lemon crop is smaller than
during the 1963-64 season.
Grape production in Arizona was
12,500 tons, down 25 percent from the
16,500 tons produced in 1963. A late
season, coupled with July rains, was
largely responsible for the decrease
in production during 1964. Average
grape prices were $226 per ton in
1964, producing an estimated income
of $2,825,000 compared to $3,362,000 in 1963. National production was
down about 8 percent from 1963.

Sugar Beets
An allotment has been made by the
U. S. Department of Agriculture that
will enable Arizona farmers to produce 20,000 acres of sugar beets.
The Spreckels Sugar Company is constructing a sugar factory south of
Chandler. Contracts will be made with
farmers to plant sugar beets in the fall
of 1966 for harvest in 1967.

Studies indicate that farmers who
are 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 profitable
than cotton.

Beef Cattle and Calves
Income to Arizona beef cattle producers declined for the second consecutive year. Gross value of beef
cattle and calf sales in 1964 is estimated at $153.7 million as compared
to $174.8 million for the previous
year. For this estimate, data from
December 1963 were substituted for

December 1964 because of the unavailability of estimates for the latter
date.
This decrease was the result of
fewer cattle and calves being marketed at lower prices. There were approximately 26,000 head less cattle
and calves sold out of Arizona feed-
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lots in 1964 and 31,646 head less
calves shipped out of the state.
The number of cattle and calves
shipped into Arizona during the 12month period, July 1, 1963, to July
1, 1964, also declined. A total of
542,535 head was shipped in against
676,970 head of a year earlier. This
decrease in number, along with lower animal cost, resulted in a decrease
in the total value of inshipments —
$52.8 million contrasted to $82.5 million. Thus the net cash value of beef
cattle sales in Arizona (gross value
minus value of inshipments), is estimated to be $100.9 million, up approximately $8.6 million from 1963.
The average price received for
slaughter cattle in Arizona during 1964
was lower than that received during
1963. However, the decrease during
1964 was not as great as that during
1963. The average price of Choice
900-1100 pound steers at Phoenix in
1964 was $22.60 per hundred pounds,
while the average price for 1963 was
$23.81. In January 1964 the average
price was $22.58, and for December
1964 was $23.09. Comparative
monthly figures m 1963 were $27.00
and $21.92, respectively.
Although range cattle prices declined more in 1963 than in 1964, the
ranchers of Arizona experienced most
of the decline in 1964, The reason was
that the largest part of the price decline in range cattle prices took place
in the latter half of 1963, while most
of the decline in fat cattle prices took
place during the first half of the year.
Also, the ranchers had contracted a
large share of their y e a r l i n g s and
calves before the prices dropped. In
1963, most Choice grade feeder calves
weighing 400 pounds sold for $28.00
per hundredweight (steers) and $26.00
(heifers).
In 1964, few sales were contracted
before late August, with a majority

of the sales taking place in September
and October. The 1964 range calf
prices centered around $18.00 per
hundred p o u n d s for Choice grade
heifer calves and $21.00 for Choice
grade steer calves w e i g h i n g 400
pounds or less. The price of Choice
grade 500-800 pound yearling feeder
steers during the fall of 1964 ranged
from $18.00 to $19.00 per hundred
pounds.
Many ranchers placed their cattle
in custom feedlots to be fed under
contract, usually at a specified cost
per ton of feed fed, rather than sell
at the prices offered. This activity was
not confined to Arizona ranchers. Many
ranchers outside the state placed cattle in Arizona feedlots to be fed under
contract. Fifty percent or more of the
cattle in some of the custom feedlots
are owned by ranchers who placed
their feeder cattle in the same feedlots
ranther than sell at prevailing prices.
Slaughter of cattle in Arizona continued to increase in 1964. Approximately 223,800 head of cattle with a
live weight of 200,202,000 pounds
were slaughtered from December 1,
1963, through November 30, 1964.
The Arizona slaughter in the previous
year was estimated at 203,000 head
with 179,387,000 pounds live weight.
At the same time, the slaughter of
calves declined — 6,400 head in 1964
compared to 7,900 head in 1963.
Despite the gloomy picture of the
past two years, there are bright spots
in the beef cattle economy. One of
these was the high rate of c a t t l e
slaughter during 1964 in relation to
the prices received for slaughter cattle.
During the 11-month period, January
through November of 1964, 12 percent more cattle were slaughtered in
the United States than for the same
period a year earlier. Figure 2 shows
the weekly slaughter under federal
inspection during 1963 and 1964.
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cent a pound, the increase in production was enough to offset it. The estimated value of wool production in
1964 was the same as that of 1963—
$1.4 million.

Woo! production also increased in
1964 to approximately 3,744,000
pounds compared to 3,638,000 pounds
in 1964. Although the average price
received for wool decreased about a

Dairy
A new data series on Arizona milk
production became available during
1964. The Statistical Reporting Service
of the U. S. Department of Agriculture
has begun publishing monthly production estimates. T h e s e estimates
have permitted substantial upward revision in our data on income and
production.

the season of highest production. As
a result, Class III utilization ran as
high as 14 percent in March, 17 percent in April, and 20 percent in May
(Table 8).
The structure of the Arizona milk
market underwent important changes
in 1964. Co-op Dairy, the producerowned packaging and distributing cooperative, ceased operations toward
the end of the year. There now are
only two farmer cooperatives active
in the market.

Cash receipts from dairying climbed
to $29.5 million during 1964. Most
of the increase was accounted for by
increased p r o d u c t i o n of milk.
The total quantity of milk produced
climbed by 26 million pounds over
1963, to about 524 million pounds.

Except for several "producer-distributors/7 the exit of Co-op Dairy
leaves Arizona's dairy farmers without representation at the packaging
and distributing level. However, more
dairymen will be assured of the protection afforded by the minimum prices
established under the federal marketing order.

Sales of dairy animals contributed
about $2 8 million to the total receipts, while the sale of milk and milk
products accounted for the major
share, $26 7 million.
The highlight of the year was a
drop in the proportion of milk utilized
in fluid form. Only 78 percent of the
total milk sales were in Class I, a
4-percent drop from 1963. Class II and
Class III sales accounted for 8 and 14
percent, respectively. Compared to the
year previous, Class III utilization
increased 4 percent while Class II utilization remained about the same.

The number of producers in the
market continued to decrease while
average herd size increased. In the
central Arizona area, the average number of producers declined to 255, a
drop of 22 from 1963. Average daily
deliveries per producer rose from
4,691 to 5,352. Average herd size for
herds on DHIA test increased to 155
cows.

The lower proportion of milk used
in Class I was the result of two factors.
First, the actual number of pounds
utilized in Class I was below 1963
levels for many of the spring and
summer months. Second, the period
from March to May continued to be

Milk production per cow continued
to increase, but by smaller amounts.
Herds on DHIA test had an average
production of 12,570 pounds per cow,
10 pounds higher than the previous
22

Table 8.

MONTH

Classification of Producer Milk Under Federal Order 131, Central
Arizona Area, 1964.
TOTAL*

CLASS 1

CLASS II

CLASS III

(nnillion pounds)

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

40.7
39.3
43.6
44.0
45.0
41.9
39.3
40.1
40.8
42.3
40.7
42.1

34.7
32.8
33.9
33.0
32.7
29.9
30.2
29.9
33.3
35.7
32.3
34.5

3.1
3.5
3.8
3.4
3.4
3.5
3.3
3.2
3.3
3.3
3.1
2.9

3.0
30
6.0
7.5
89
8.5
5.8
7.1
4.1
3.4
5.3
4.7

* Totals may not balance due to rounding of figures.

average price received by producers
climbed to $5.10 per hundredweight,
up 6 cents from the previous year. This
price represents the weighted average
price for all milk sold — not the average blend price for 3.5 percent milk.
Nationally, per capita consumption
of milk in all forms was close to 1963
levels, averaging 626 pounds compared to 628 pounds a year previous.
Next year, per capita consumption is
expected to continue the downtrend
which began in 1956. However, total
consumption may gain slightly in
1965, due to increasing population.

record set in 1963. The rate of culling
decreased to 28 percent, down from
29.1 percent a year earlier and from
32.0 percent in 1962. Part of the
decreased culling rate was attributable
to a revision of the federal marketing
order. The revision raised producer
prices during the last half of the
year, but is scheduled to lower prices
in March-June 1965. Many dairymen
held off culling in order to take advantage of this seasonal price advance.
Sporadic retail price irregularities
continued during the year, but not to
the extent which existed in 1963. The

Poultry
According to USDA figures, egg
sales increased substantially over 1963,
climbing from $5.0 to over $5.5 million. The increased Income was due
to increased production rather than increased prices. Prices received by
farmers actually declined slightly from
1963 levels, going from 36.7 to 36.2

Arizona's poultry industry accounted
for $77 million in total sales during
1964. Sales of eggs comprised the
major share, $5.5 million, with the
balance of $2.2 million coming from
sales of turkeys, commercial broilers,
farm chickens, and turkey hatching
eggs and chicks shipped out of state.
23

Table 9. Selected Data on Arizona Poultry and Eggs.
YEAR

AVERAGE NUMBER OF
HENS ON HAND

EGGS PRODUCED
PER HEN

PRICES RECEIVED
BY FARMERS
(cents per dozen]

1959
1960
1961
1962
1963
1964

52.4
50.3
41.5
38.4
36.7
36.2

218
214
206
212
214
212

756
752
704
789
777
859

Source Arizona Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, USDA, Phoenix

cents per dozen. Total eggs produced
climbed to 182 million, a gain of 16
million over 1963.

cents per pound. Turkey prices were
the exception, holding fairly steady
at 25 cents.

The gain in egg production, in turn,
was caused by a larger number of
layers on hand, rather than increased
output per layer. Arizona's poultry
farmers maintained their rate of lay
at 212 eggs per bird, virtually the same
as the 214 figure of 1963. However,
the average number of birds on hand
increased from 777,000 to 859,000

A study of costs of production by
the Departments of Agricultural Economics and Poultry Science at the University of Arizona indicated substantial
economies of scale on egg farms.
Estimated unit costs of producing eggs
dropped from 35.77 cents per dozen
for a 3,000-bird farm to 28.23 cents for
a farm with 65,000 birds (Table 10).
Most of the economies are achieved
by farms with 15,000 birds or more.

Prices of most poultry products during 1964 declined somewhat from
1963 levels. In addition to the decline
in egg prices, prices of live chickens
(primarily cull hens) declined from
11.3 to 8.6 cents per pound. Broiler
prices eased somewhat to about 18

The same study indicated cage operations yielded lower unit costs than
floor flocks for all size ranges studied.
Cost advantages for the cage operations varied from 0.5 to 1.5 cents per
dozen.

Table 10. Total Costs for Six Cage-Flock Operations, South Central Arizona,
1963.
NUMBER OF LAYERS

ITEM
3,000

|

5,000

10,000

1

15,000

|

30,000

| 65,000

(cents per dozen)

Fixed costs
Labor costs
Variable costs

6.36
6.80
22.61

5.38
4.59
22.73

4.02
2.68
22.76

3.74
2.48
22.74

3.24
2.23
23.16

3.43
2.50
22.30

Total

35.77

32.70

29.45

28.96

28.63

28.23
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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 p r e s e n t e d in Tables 11
through 14. These budgets can be
most useful if the assumptions embodied in their construction are thoroughly understood. Footnotes to each
table explain most of the physical input data while certain implications of
the cost assumptions are pointed out
below.
Because actual costs will vary between each farmer, depending on
that farmer's machinery complement,
size of farm, annual use of his equipment, and management ability, typical custom costs were used in preparing these budgets (Table 15). Custom costs may include the noncash
overhead costs of owning equipment
and profit to the custom operator as
well as the variable costs of operating
that equipment. 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 depreciation 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 farming operation.
Large farms generally can obtain
lower per-acre costs than small farms.
Therefore, the total cost figure is typical of farms using all custom equipment operations. 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
redistributed if a farmer owned his

own equipment. The entry for industrial insurance 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 e a c h 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 pumpright water furnished at $7.50 per
acre-foot by the Project.
Also, the Vh acre-feet of water used
for the establishment of an alfalfa
stand, in the alfalfa budget, is considered to be water pumped from private wells at an average depth of 125
feet. It is assumed that crops grown
during the year prior to the planting
of alfalfa will have used all of the
less expensive surface developed and
normal flow water from the Project.
Water costs for Arizona pump areas
are based on the use of electrically
operated wells. Gas operated wells,
however, will have similar costs. The
cash costs involved 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.
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