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1 9 6 8 A R I Z O N A A G R I C U L T U R E

Gross Value of Agricultural Production
Advances to New High in 1967

Estimated gross value of Arizona's
crop, livestock, and forest products
during 1967 totaled $615.4 million, a
new high for the state (Table 1).
This is almost 7 percent above the
previous high of $577 million in 1965,
and about 9 percent higher than last
year's total of $565 million.

As in previous years, the gross value
estimate for 1967 includes some dou-
ble 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 ani-
mals sold both off ranch and off feed,
and a value of animals shipped in
from out of state.

In this edition, small adjustments
were made in the 1966 value figures,
due to changes which were made in
the final estimates of receipts pub-
lished a f t e r the release of Arizona
Agriculture last year. The 1967 value
figures are estimates and are desig-
nated as "preliminary." This permits
adjustments at a later date to conform
with other statistical reporting in the
state.

Almost a fourth of the total increase
in value of $50 million in 1967 over
1966 was accounted for by sales of
cotton and cottonseed. Although pro-

duction of cotton was less than in
1966, market prices were appreciably
higher. However, because of the re-
duced acreage (in both 1966 and
1967) and lower yields, the g r o s s
value of the Arizona cotton crop in
1967 was still substantially below the
1961-65 average of almost $150 mil-
lion.

In addition to the $81.8 million
realized from the sales of lint and cot-
tonseed, government payments to cot-
ton growers totaled $42.2 million. The
latter accounts for 91 percent of the
total government payments of $46.3
million received by agricultural pro-
ducers.

Approximately another fourth of the
increase in total gross value was ac-
counted for by feed grains and forage.
The production of grain sorghum set
an all time high for the state, and
there was a substantial increase in
barley production over last year.

The value of vegetable crops in 1967
was about $7 million above 1966, and
the 1967 value of citrus and grapes
exceeded their value of the previous
year by about $6 million. The 1967
values for hay and for cattle and
calves exceeded 1966 levels by $5
million.

Agricultural Prices
Primarily because of the short sup-

ply of cotton of desirable lengths and
other quality characteristics in the
carry-over, the market prices for up-
land cotton in the United States in
1967 were appreciably higher than in
1966. Arizona farmers received an av-
erage of 30 cents a pound for upland

varieties in 1967, almost 10 cents a
pound more than the average price
in 1966 (Table 2).

The price received for American-
Egyptian varieties in 1967 was, on the
average, about 2 cents higher than
the 1966 price. Prices received for
both upland and American-Egyptian



Table. 2. Prices Received by Growers for Major Arizona Agricultural Products; 1967,
1966, and 1961-65 Average.

Commodity Unit 1967a 1966 Average

All Cottonb

Upland Cottonb

American-Egyptian15

Alfalfa Hayb

Barleyb

Sorghum Grainb

Choice Slaughter Steersd

Choice Yearling Feeder Steersd

Choice Feeder Steer Calvesd

Milke

gg
Wool6

Lettuce13

Winter
Early Spring
Late Fall

Cents/Pound
Cents/Pound
Cents/Pound
Dol./Ton
Dol./Cwt.
DoL/Cwt
Dol./Cwt.
Dol./Cwt.
Dol./Cwt.
Dol./Cwt.
Cents /Dozen
Cents/Pound

Dol./Cartonf

Dol./Cartonf

Dol./Cartonf

31.3C

30.0c

50.0c

31.40
2.44
2.09

25.64
24.83
27.50
5.90

28.3
37.0

1.58
3.19
2.27

22.2
20.4
48.0
26.70
2.52
2.12

25.67
25.13
26.98

5.69
36.0
42.0

2.48
2.00
1.91

31.8
30.5
52.4
26.20
2.46
2.14

24.25
22.75
24.42

5.09
37.5
38.8

1.92
2.05
2.17

a Preliminary.
b Crop Year Average Price.
c Average Price to December 1.
d Twelve-Month Average Price.
e Twelve-Month Weighted Average Pi ice.
f Carton Weighs 42 Pounds.

Source: Arizona Crop and Livestock Reporting
Service, U. S. Department of Agriculture, Phoenix,
except cattle price quotations from Consumers and
Marketing Service, Livestock Division, U. S. De-
partment of Agriculture, Phoenix.

in 1967 approximated the 1961-65
average, whereas 1966 prices were
appreciably less than the 5-year aver-
age.

Prices received for alfalfa hay in
1967 averaged almost $5 a ton higher
than the 1966 price, and more than
$5 above the 1961-65 average. In con-
trast, 1967 prices for barley and grain
sorghum were a few cents lower than
in 1966, and slightly less than the
1961-65 averages.

Cattle prices in 1967 were similar
to those received in 1966. The average
price received for Choice slaughter
steers in 1967 was $25.64 a hundred-
weight, compared to $25,67 in 1966.
Prices for Choice yearling feeder
steers were slightly less than in 1966,
whereas prices for Choice feeder
calves were slightly higher than in

1966. The 1967 prices for all three
classes were higher than 1961-65 aver-
age prices.

The price for milk was slightly
higher in 1967 than in 1966, and about
80 cents a hundredweight above the
1961-65 average. The 1967 prices for
both eggs and wool were less in 1967
than in 1966, and were also below
1961-65 average prices.

The 1967 price for winter lettuce
was 90 cents a carton (42 pounds)
less than 1966, and 84 cents below the
1961-65 average. In contrast, the 1967
average price for early spring lettuce
was $3.19 a carton, compared to $2.00
in 1966 and $2.05 for the 1961-65 aver-
age. Similarly, prices in 1967 for late
fall lettuce were slightly higher than
in 1966 and above the 5-year average.

Agricultural Policy
The year 1968 may well be one of

the most important for farmers since
World War I I This year Congress
may debate and enact legislation af-
fecting agriculture and related indus-

tries which will have an impact for
many years ahead. Such debate will
be preparatory to 1969 when programs
must be passed for future years.

The Food and Agriculture Act of



1965, the 1966 Amendments to Public
Law 480, and the India Food Act all
took direct aim on the most pressing
surplus commodities in the United
States. All these, and many more en-
actments, sought to improve commod-
ity and other programs.

There is now little d o u b t that
major changes are taking place in
United States agricultural policy
thinking. The nature of these changes
is becoming clearer, as are their im-
plications. Market forces will play a
larger part in the production and pric-
ing of United States farm products at
home and abroad. Efforts are being
made, and will continue to be made,
to design legislation so as to maintain
and/or increase farm incomes. At a
time when many other countries are
trying to move away from the disci-
pline of the market, the United States,
after considerable experience, is mov-
ing toward it. This will not be an
easy task for either.

At the same time, the United States
is concerned more than ever before
with new opportunities for rural peo-
ple. Millions of farm people have

been helped very little by the com-
modity programs. The most import-
ant — and most neglected — aspect
of policy for agricultural adjustment
is the task of providing opportunities
for those people whose economic pros-
pects are limited by the onset of sci-
ence and technology in farming.

Legislation for 1969 and beyond
will have the advantage of three ma-
jor studies which were made espe-
cially to discover bases for policy en-
actment:

1) Food and Fiber for the Future,
a Report of the President's National
Advisory Commission on Food and
Fiber,

2) The People Left Behind, a Re-
port of the President's National Ad-
visory Commission on Rural Poverty,
and

3) The World Food Problem, a
Report of the President's Science Ad-
visory Committee.

Publications related to these studies
may be obtained by writing the Office
of Management S e r v i c e s , USDA,
Washington, D.C.

Commodity Programs
Most of Arizona's agricultural prod-

ucts are directly or indirectly affected
by federal agricultural commodity
programs.

Cotton
Cotton, which contributes approxi-

mately one-fifth of the total value of
all agricultural products in Arizona, is
affected most by changes in these pro-
grams.

The Food and Agriculture Act of
1965 provided for a four-year cotton
program radically different from pre-
vious programs. The program pro-
vided for direct payments to farmers
and a "one price" provision aimed at
making U. S. cotton prices competi-
tive in the world market.

Pricing provisions of the act pro-
vided for a general pattern of price-
support loan levels for grains and cot-
ton aimed at world price levels. Cot-
ton prices in 1966 and 1967 increas-
ingly reflected demand and supply
forces in the market.

The impact of lower prices on in-
come was offset through greater em-
phasis on direct payments to partici-
pating producers. At the same time,
provisions of the act helped to avoid
large carry-over stocks by striking a
better balance between production
and expanding markets.

Under the new law, upland cotton
allotments were leased, bought, and
sold and, with certain restrictions,
were moved across county lines in
1966 and 1967.



Although the Food and Agricul-
ture Act of 1965 authorized a four-
year cotton program, growers must
decide each year through a market-
ing quota referendum whether or not
they want the program continued.
Quotas were approved for 1968.

The most important aspect of the
1966 and 1967 cotton programs was
die reversal of the upward trend of
the cotton surplus.

Arizona cotton pioducers cut their
planted acreage of cotton by one-third.
This heavy participation in the cotton
program resulted in cotton producers
receiving an estimated $42 million in
government payments in 1967 (Table
3).

Table 3. Estimated Government- Payments
Received by Arizona Farmers in
1966 and 1967.

Program
Payment

1966 1967
(million dollars)

Cotton 86.9 42.2
Feed Grains and Wheat 4.4 1.5
Agricultural Conservation 1.6 1.8
Other .7 .8

Total 48.6 46.3

There was increased activity in buy-
ing, selling, and transferring cotton
allotments. There was continued shift-
ing of cotton production to less-haz-
ardous and lower-cost production
areas within the state in 1967.

When the four-year cotton program
authorized by the Food and Agricul-
ture Act of 1965 went into operation,
there was an all-time high carry-over
of 16.6 million bales of upland cotton.

There was extremely high fanner
participation in both the 1966 and
1967 programs. This — coupled with
an abnormal weather cycle and insect
infestation — accomplished the sup-
ply adjustment in two years rather
than the expected four.

Hie 1967 cotton crop, down some
5^} million bales below expected
utilization this year, may well reduce
next year's carry-over to under 7 mil-

lion bales, compaiod to l^1^ million
bales tills year.

The 1968 cotton program is de-
signed to produce sufficient cotton to
meet expected demand and to en-
courage the production of a higher
percentage of the medium and longer
staple lengths now in short supply.

The national marketing quota for
cotton in 1968 has been increased to
16.1 million bales to encourage more
production of the medium and longer-
staple cottons that are in highest de-
mand.

While similar to the 1967 program,
the 1968 cotton program differs in
respect to skip-row regulations; gov-
ernment payment rates, both support
and diversion; and in mandatory and
voluntary diversion rates. As in the
past two years, participation in the
program requires a mandatory diver-
sion (except on small allotment farms)
to qualify the farm for support and
diversion payments as well as the
price support loan on all cotton har-
vested. Additional export acreage is
available for those who wish to plant
for export only and want to increase
acreage. Other provisions are:

1. Skip-row. Skip-row regulations
return to those of 1965 where only
that part of the land planted in cotton
is considered cotton and is charged
against the allotment. Only skips of
four rows or more can be considered
as diverted acres (diversion can also
be in fallow or soil-conserving uses),
but all skips (including four-row skips
not needed as diverted acres) can be
counted as conserving-use base.

2. Support payments. Support pay-
ments are increased from 11.53 cents
to 12.24 cents per pound of projected
yield and are paid only on the do-
mestic allotment (65 percent of effec-
tive allotment).

8. Diversion payments. This year
there are two diversion rates. Manda-
tory or required diversion will draw
payments of 10.76 cents per pound of
projected yield per acre. Additional
or voluntary diversion (up to an addi-
tional 80 percent of effective allot-
ment) will draw payments of 6 cents



per pound of projected yield per acre
voluntarily diverted.

4. Diversion rates. To participate
in the program, at least 5 percent of
the effective allotment must be di-
verted. Up to an additional 30 per-
cent of the effective allotment can be
diverted for payments at the lower
rate.

Feed Groins and Wheat
Arizona feed grain producers in

1967 participated in the feed grain
program to about the same extent as
last year.

The most significant fact about the
feed grain situation in 1966 was the
elimination of the food and feed grain
surplus. By mid 1966, surpluses of
U. S. food and feed grains were gone.

Many factors contributed to empty-
ing the elevators and warehouses.
Drought in India caused record U. S.
wheat shipments to the subcontinent;
dry w e a t h e r reduced some U. S.
yields; war in Asia caused unusual
food demand; and operation of U. S.
commodity programs over the past
S1/̂  years held land out of production
and allowed the Commodity Credit
Corporation to move surpluses into
use.

The 1967 feed grain and wheat
programs were designed to increase
production instead of decreasing pro-
duction. Increased production was be-
lieved to be necessary to meet the
needs of U. S. food and feed require-
ments at home and abroad.

The planned 1967 increased pro-
duction believed to be necessary to
meet U. S. commitments, aided by
optimum growing conditions here and
abroad, resulted in surpluses. The
U. S. 1967 grain crop is up 12 percent
and the wheat crop 19 percent over
1966.

The 1968 wheat and feed grain
programs are designed to reduce har-
vested wheat 5 million acres below
the 1967 level, and harvested feed

grains 10 million acres below the 1967
level

The 1968 feed grain program is de-
signed to help firm up 1967 crop
prices and reduce hold-over stocks.

Price support loan levels under the
1968 program will be at the 1967
level: for corn, $1.05 per bushel; sor-
ghum, $1.61 per hundredweight; and
barley — 90 cents, oats — 63 cents,
and rye — $1.02 a bushel Price sup-
port payments will continue at 80
cents per bushel for corn and 53 cents
per hundredweight on sorghum, based
on planted acreage up to one-half the
farm base times projected yield.

Other key provisions of the 1968
feed grain program are:

1. Required acreage diversion to
conserving use to qualify price sup-
port loans and payments is continued
at 20 percent of a farmer's base acre-
age of corn and sorghum. No diver-
sion payment will be made for this
minimum diversion, except for small
farm acreages — the same as in 1966
and 1967.

2. Additional acreage diversion will
be possible up to a total of 50 percent
of the base or 25 acres, whichever is
larger — the same as in 1966. The
acreage diversion payment rate will
be at 45 percent of the total price sup-
port times the projected yield. Av-
erage projected yields for 1968 in
most major producing areas generally
are higher than in 1966. On a national
basis, the projected corn yield is up
6 bushels and grain sorghum up 4
bushels per acre.

Conserving base leaturcs will con-
tinue in 1968 the same as in 1967 and
1966.

Substitution provisions relating to
wheat and feed grain acreage will be
continued.

Barley is not included in the 1968
feed grain program. All barley pro-
ducers will be eligible for barley price
support loans regardless of acreage
planted. Also, wheat producers de-
siring to substitute acreage in order
to produce wheat on barley or oats-
rye acreage base can do so for the
1968 crop. No acreage diversion will



be required from barley and oats-rye
bases if requested for the purpose of
producing wheat on such acreage.

However, in the case of oats and rye,
adjustments for feed value will be con-
tinued.

Public Land Policy
The large majority of land in Ari-

zona is held under some form of pub-
lic control, and only 15.6 percent is
privately owned (Table 4). Almost
13 percent is controlled by the State
of Arizona; and the balance, about 72
percent, is administered by agencies
of the federal government.

The rapid changes occurring in so-
ciety have created new demands on
these federal properties, and have ex-
posed the federal land laws as con-
taining many provisions which may
now and in the future be inconsistent
with the general public interest. In
response to these problems, Congress
established the Public Land Law Re-
view Commission, which is charged
with making a comprehensive review

of public land laws of the United
States, and of the rules and regula-
tions under which those laws are ad-
ministered. The Commission is to re-
port to the President and to the Con-
gress in 1970 its recommendations for
changes in the administration of pub-
lic lands.

The deliberation of the Commission
will be followed with great interest in
Arizona, since a number of the pro-
posals under consideration, if adopted,
could have major impacts on agricul-
tural interest in the State. Examples
include suggestions for changing the
grazing policies on the lands admin-
istered by the Forest Service and the
Bureau of Land Management, and
water rights of users of such lands.

Table. 4. Distribution of Lands in Arizona by Class of Ownership, June 30, 1965.

Class of Ownership

I. Federal Government Owned, Controlled,
Managed, and Trustee Lands:

Indian Reservations
Bureau of Land Management
Forest Service
Department of Defense
Fish and Wildlife Service
Bureau of Reclamation
National Park Service
Other Federal Agencies

Total
II. State of Arizona (Trust Lands)

III. Patented (Deeded and Private Lands)

TOTAL

Acres
Administered

(thousand)

19,650
12,986
11,418
3,643
1,527
1,388
1,421

93

52,126
9,204

11,359

72,688

Percent
of Total

27.1
17.9
15.7
5.0
2.1
1.9
2.0
a

71.7
12.7
15.6

100.0
a Less than one-half of one peicent. Washington, D.C., and 55th Annual Report of State
Source: Public Land Statistic*, 1966, Buieau of Lund Conwmsionti, State of An/ona, Phoenix,

Land Management, U. S. Department of Intenoi, 1967,

Revaluation of Agricultural Lands
The Agricultural Economics De- completed a two-year research project

partment of The University of Arizona concerned with the revaluation of pri-
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vately owned agricultural lands in
Arizona on June 30, 1967. The project
was conducted under contract with
the State Division of Appraisals and
Assessment Standards (now the De-
partment of Property Valuation). The
project was designed to develop the
necessary data, techniques, and for-
mulas for determining the value of
agricultural lands for their agricultural
production, and to advise the Division
on any matters concerning the valua-
tion of agricultural lands.

The necessary economic data and
the means of determining agricultural
values were developed. To accom-
plish this, the state was divided into
apr^roximately thirty areas having like
costs and returns for agricultural
crops, and into five grazing areas of
like costs and returns. These areas
were used by Division personnel in
arriving at the "Full Cash Value" of
privately owned farming and grazing
lands.

Reports submitted to the Division
and to farmers and ranchers were used
as background material in the over-
all revaluation program conducted by
the Division.

Controversy concerning the accur-
acy of the "Full Cash Value" figures
arrived at by the Division for agricul-
tural lands continues. The Arizona
Legislature attempted to mitigate this
controversy by enacting new legisla-
tion, in the Special Session ending
December 22, 1967, concerning the

valuation of agricultural lands. This
was subsequently signed into law by
the Governor.

The new assessment statutes estab-
lishes four classes for taxation pur-
poses. All real property and improve-
ments on the real property, and all
personal property used for agricultural
purposes have been placed in Class 4.
All properties in Class 4 will be as-
sessed at 18 percent of their '"Full Cash
Value". The statutes provide that the
"valuation of land and improvements
thereon shall be determined separate-
ly. The combined valuation of all
land and improvements shall not ex-
ceed the market value of the total
property." The statutes also provide
that "Full Cash Value" for taxation
purposes shall be considered to be the
"market value" of the property.

This new legislation raises many
questions that must be answered soon-
er or later by future legislative action
and decisions of the Department of
Property Valuation. Some of the most
important questions in which farmers
and ranchers are vitally interested are:

1. What is meant by "Market
Value"?

2. What methods and procedures
will be used in determining
"Market Value"?

3. How will "Market Value" be
calculated for agricultural lands
in areas where adequate market
data do not exist?

Water'
Total surface-water diversions and

groundwater pumpage in Arizona
during 19662 were 7,170,000 acre-feet
of which about 670,000 acre-feet were
returned to the Colorado River toward
fulfilling treaty commitments to Mex-
ico. Consequently, consumptive use
of surface-water together with ground-
water pumpage in Arizona amounted
to 6,500,000 acre-feet, about 500,000
acre-feet more than during 1965.
Most of the water (more than 90 per-

cent) as in past years was withdrawn
for irrigation.

Of these 6,500,000 acre-feet, about

1 The figures (diversions, groundwater with-
diawals, etc.) reported herein, except as otherwise
noted, are based on data obtained from open-file
matenal at the Tucson office of the Water Re-
sources Division of the United States Geological
Survey m December 1967.

2 The >ear "1965" refers to the period fiom
October 1965 thxough September 1966 for surface-
water and from Spimg 1966 thiough Winter 1967
for groundwaler m each case considered by the
Survey to be the "1966 water year."

— 9-



2,400,000 acre-feet were diverted from
surface streams, about 400,000 acre-
feet more than in 1965, and more than
any previous year on record. The
Colorado River provided about 950,-
000 acre-feet, somewhat less than in
previous years. The Gila drainage sys-
tem provided about 1,450,000 acre-
feet, about 450,000 acre-feet more
than in 1965 and previous years.

Diveisions of surface-water in 1966
were higher than in previous years
because of the exceptional precipita-
tion and runoff during the winter and
spring of that year. Six index-gauging
stations on Arizona streams other than
the main stem of the Colorado regis-
tered cumulative annual flows in 1966
from 101 percent to 314 percent of
average for the period 19314960.

Of these six, four were considered
to be excessive flows (falling within
the upper 25 percentile of average
flows between 1931 and 1960) — the
Little Colorado (120 percent), the
Gila at head of Safford Valley (314
percent), the Salt River near Roose-
velt (279 percent), and the Verde
River below Tangle Creek (230 per-
cent). Such large surface-water flows
not only permitted but required large
diversions in order to reduce to a min-
imum overtopping of reservoir and
diversion works.3

Total groundwater pumpage in
1966 amounted to 4,100,000 acre-feet,
slightly more than in 1965 but the
lowest volume of annual groundwater
withdrawal since 1952. Reduction in
groundwater pumpage was caused by
some shift to uses requiring less water
but principally to the greater amount
of precipitation and runoff thus per-
mitting less groundwater use.

Sub areas within the state exhibiting
the greatest declines in pumpage were
the Salt River Valley (down 150,000
acre-feet from 1965) and in the Saf-
ford Valley. Pumpage in the Salt

3 Foi fuither discussion of "the year of the big
mnoff," see Anzona Agricultural 1967, pp. 8-9, the
Salt Ritct Piojcct 1965 Annual Report, and E. B.
Hodges, et al., Annual Report on Gioundwater in
Anzona Spnng 1965 to Spring 1966.

River Valley in 1966 was 1,350,000
acre-feet, the lowest since 1947, con-
tinuing a decline thai began about
1958. *"*

In the lower Santa Cruz subarea,
pumpage volume was about 900,000
acre-feet, unchanged from the previ-
ous year but less than any year since
1947, continuing the long, slow de-
cline in pumpage in that area that
began about 1958.

Total pumpage in other subareas in
the state increased their withdrawals
of groundwater to 1,850,000 acre-feet,
continuing the trend of annual in-
creases in pumpage in other subareas
in the state that extends back for many
years. Subareas showing the greatest
increases in pumpage over 1965 were
Douglas, Gila Bend," McMullen Valley
and Falomas Plain.

As a result of the continuing decline
in groundwater withdrawal in the
Salt River and lower Santa Cruz sub-
areas and the continuing increase in
pumpage in other areas in the state,
the Salt River and lower Santa Cruz
subareas contributed less than 60 per-
cent of all Arizona pumpage in 1966,
down from the 70 percent of all state
pumpage that took place in these
areas only a few years ago.

Though water tables rose in 1965
in six of the eight subareas that com-
prise the central Arizona ground-
water area, the rise continued in 1966
in only two of the subareas — Liberty-
Buckeye-Hassayampa and Tempe-
Mesa-Chandler. In the other six sub-
areas in central Arizona as well as
in all other groundwater pumping
areas in the state, water levels de-
clined in 1966 in several areas, espe-
cially in presently developing sub-
areas, at an accelerated pace. In spite
of the decreased volume of pumping,
groundwater levels generally con-
tinued to decline though more slowly
in the vast central Arizona basin.

Water storage in Arizona at the
year-end, excluding Lakes Meade and
Mohave, was down 207,600 acre-feet
from the previous year-end, but was
still more t h a n a million acre-feet

•10 —



Table 5. Usable Stored Wafer, Selected Reservoirs in Arizona.

Reservoir (s)
Dec. 31 ,

1966
Dec. 31 ,

1967
Long-Time

Average

San Carlos (Gila River)
Combined Storage, Salt and Veide Svstem
Colorado River Stoiage in Lakes

Meade and Mohave

(acre-leet)
289,000 824,600 109,900 (38yrs.)

1,492,000 1,664,000 661,600 (57yrs.)

16,101,000 16,138,000* lS,S50,00Qa (32 yrs.)
a Contents of Lake Meade based on ie\ised

capacity table.

above the long-time average year-end
storage (Table 5). Storage in these
Arizona reservoirs reached its all-time,
year-end peak on December 81, 1965
at 2,244,400 acre-feet. It declined
about 250,000 acie-feet during 1966
and another 200,000 acre-feet in 1967
or by about 450,000 acre-feet or 20
percent over the course of these two
years.

However, the \olume in storage on
December 31, 1967, reflects little if
any of the effects oi the heavy pre-
cipitation that fell over these water-
sheds only 10 days or so before the
year-end. Water in storage for 1968
appears fully as ample as it did at the
previous all-time high year-end two
years before.

The volume of water in storage in
Lakes Meade and Mohave is and
probably will continue to be quite
stable because the filling of Lake
Powell behind Glen Canyon Dam re-
sults in these lakes being held at a
regulated level.

Comprehensi\ e land and water re-
source planning was initiated in 1967
on the major part of the Colorado
River Basin by the Pacific-Southwest
Interagency Committee under the
general direction of the Water Re-
sources Council (Federal) created by
the Federal Water Resources Plan-
ning Act of 1965. This may prove to
be a development of utmost import-
ance to Arizona and its efforts to solve
its future water problems. Arizona
participates in the activities of the
Pacific-Southwest Interagency Com-
mittee and cooperates directly in the
analytical studies of the Lower Colo-
rado Region in which substantially all
of the state is included.

Under the Federal Water Resources
Planning Act of 1965, funds are appro-
priated annually and allotted on a
dollar-for-dollar matching basis to
states that apply for them to assist in
their water planning efforts. For the
year 1968, Arizona has been allotted
$43,470 of these funds which, when
matched by state funds, provide a
minimum of $86,940 for 1968 to ad-
vance water planning in the state in
relation to the entire basin.

The initial comprehensive basin-
wide water planning consists of
"framework" studies, the goals of
which are to determine the long-range
needs of the basin for water and re-
lated land resources, to compare these
needs with available resources, and to
develop general plans to meet these
needs. The studies utilize the spe-
cialized skills of federal and state
agencies engaged in land and water
resource planning. A summary ana-
lytical report for the entire basin is
scheduled for completion in 1971.

The status of the Central Arizona
Project is still in doubt. Though con-
gress failed to act on the project au-
thorization bill during its last session,
hope continues in Arizona circles that
congress will act favorably in early
1968.

If congress does not act or acts un-
favorably on the project bill, there is
talk of a state-financed, go-it-alone
project in its stead. Serious consid-
eration of a state-financed project un-
derscores the importance of the water
planning data described above and
the technological, economic, govern-
mental, and social research on water
in relation to Arizona's economic
growth that is underway now at The
University of Arizona and elsewhere.
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Labor
Recent trends in the agricultural

labor situation are expected to con-
tinue. Prevailing wage rates for the
more common classifications of farm
labor increased once again in 1967
(Table 6). A minimum wage rate of
$1.00 per hour (which applies only to
larger farms) went into effect for the
first time on February 1, 1967. The
minimum wage will increase to $1.15
per hour on February 1, 1968, and to

Table 6. Average Nymber of Persons Em-
ployed in the Agricultural Labor
Force, Arizona, 1966 and 1967.

Statewide Total
Self-Employed and

Unpaid Families
Regular Hired
Seasonal Hired

1967
37,900

6,700
14,500
16,700

1966
37,800

7,000
14,000
16,300

Soiuce Arizona State Emplownent Sendee.

$1.30 per hour on February 1, 1969.
Since the prevailing rates in Arizona
have tended to be higher than the
minimum rate, little impact has been
observed.

A slight increase in migratory labor
use was experienced in 1967, at least
temporarily reversing the down trend
of recent years. The difference was
attributed to unusual weather condi-
tions and to increased demand from
crops with relatively high seasonal
labor requirements, such as citrus,
cantaloup, and lettuce.

The number of farm operators con-
tinues to decline, as smaller farms are
absorbed into larger ones. The regu-
larly hired work force is expanding,
as increased mechanization and larger
farms permit the effective perform-
ance of tasks formerly accomplished
by seasonal workers. Comparisons for
1966 and 1967 are gh en in Table 7.

Table 7. IPrevailmg Wage Rates for Selected Classes of Agricultural Labor, Arizona, 1966
and 1967.

Wage Rate,
Dollars Per Houra

Type of Labor 1966 1967
Preharvest Crew Labor
(Hoeing, Weeding, Thinning, etc.)
Irrigator
General Farmhand, Tractor Duver
Semi-skilled Machine Operator
(Cotton Picker, Tracklayer, Combine)

1.15
1.15
1.30

1.60

1.25
1.25
1.40

1.65

Souice, In-Season Farm Laboi Repoits, Amona (noncash income such as housing, meals, trans-
State Employment Seivice. poitation, paid msuianct picmiums, paid \atatioris,

a Includes cash wage payment plus peiqui&itcs etc.)

Agricultural Credit
Farmers and ranchers in Arizona

continued to increase the amount of
credit used in 1967. Trends w e r e
somewhat more mixed than in recent
years, however. The volume of oper-
ating credit employed during the year,
particularly crop loans, was larger
than in 1966, and the volume out-
standing January 1, 1968, also was

higher than a year earlier (Table 8).
In contrast, the volume of real-

estate loans made during the year was
sharply curtailed. The volume of Fed-
era] Land Bank loans closed was only
about 80 percent of the 1966 volume.
This amount exceeded the amount re-
paid on outstanding loans, however,
with the result that the January 1,



Table 8* Farm and Ranch Loans in Arizona, by Lender Group.

Lender Group

Nonreal-Estate Loans
Commercial Banks0

Production Credit Associations
Other Financing Institutions'*
Fanners Home Administration6

Total

Real-Estate Loans
Individuals and Miscellaneous
Insurance Companies
Commercial Banks
Federal Land Bank
Farmers Home Administration

Total

i

]960a

Outstanding
January 1

1967* 1968b

(millions of dollars)

98.1
8.4
7.2
1.4

135.1

52.8
43.5
4.1

16.3
1.9

118.6

184.9
16.1
4.3
2.5

207.8

113 4
102.3

9.6
82.4

1.7
259.4

198.3
34.4

8.2
2.6f

238.5

na
na
9.6

36.2
na
na

1968
Percent

I960

202
410

44
186
207

284
222

as
of

1967

107
214

74
104
115

100
112

Lender
Percent

1968

83.2
14.2

1.3
1.1

100.0
Lender
Percent

1967
43.7
39.4

8.7
12.5

.7
100.0

a Agricultural Finance Review, Economic Research
Seivice, USDA.

b Preliminary,
c Excludes loans guaiantced by CCC.

1968, volume outstanding was 12 per-
cent above a year earlier.

Information available indicates the
volume of life insurance company
loans made in 1967 was only about
half the 1966 volume: hence, it ap-
pears likely their outstanding volume
January 1, 1968, may have declined.

A number of forces are involved in
this credit picture. High and increas-
ing farm costs cause a strong demand
for operating credit. In a substantial
number of cases, particularly among
small and medium size units, carry-
overs of operating debt continue to
build, creating added demand for ad-
ditional real estate credit. On the
other hand, high interest costs deter
use of credit, particularly when it in-
volves increasing an outstanding real
estate loan and paying the higher rate
on the entire amount.

Lenders also play a significant role
in the economic use of credit. While
ample funds are available for good
agricultural loans, lenders are analyz-
ing loan applications more carefully
with a view to reducing risk and of
helping borrowers to make effective
use of borrowed funds. L o a n s for
speculative and nonessential purposes
are discouraged, and often refused.

d Discounting with FICB.
e Includes "Opeiatmo;," "Emei,

ergencv uop and feed loans/'
f Estimated.

fene>," and "Em-

Interest rates on loans are high.
Rates on nonreal-estate loans gener-
ally range from 6.5 to 8 percent. The
most typical rate is a good strong 7
percent. This rate is not much higher
than a year ago. However, in talking
with lenders one gains the impression
that it is firmer than last year, that
the typical rate for some lenders is or
soon will be above 7 percent, and that
compensating balances are often used
by commercial banks to raise the ef-
fective interest rate — as well as to
augment the supply of loanable funds.

Rates on real estate loans are def-
initely higher at the beginning of 1968
than a year earlier. The typical rate
on new loans is 7 percent with the
range generally varying from 6.75 to
7.5 percent. The 6 percent legal maxi-
mum on Federal Land Bank loans has
been removed so the interest r a t e
charged could be raised sufficiently to
cover the cost of money to the institu-
tion and necessary operating costs.

High interest rates accentuate two
types of questions for farmers and
ranchers. First, will it pay to use
credit in the business? (The same
question may be applied to equity
capital.)

In the short-run situation it will pay



to use credit so long as gross income
is sufficient to cover variable costs.
In the long-run situation, however,
fixed costs as well as variable costs
must be covered for the operation to
be profitable.

Obviously, for most profitable farm
enterprises gross income will exceed
variable costs in the short run. When
such is the case it will pay to use the
higher cost credit to cover operating
costs even though gross income may
not be adequate to cover all fixed
costs.

The situation may be quite differ-
ent in the long-run. Since all costs
must be covered under such circum-
stances for an enterprise to be profit-
able, it will not pay to use high cost
credit unless gross income is sufficient
to cover the highei cost.

This aspect is of considerable con-
cern to lenders generally. In their
opinion the financial position of many
fanners and ranchers, particularly the
small and medium sized operators, is
deteriorating.

The second question accentuated
by high interest rates pertains to the
combination of factors of production
used in the farm or ranch business.

Customarily, factors are classified in
four groups: land, labor, capital and
management. The objective is to com-
bine these factors in such proportions
as to achieve maximum efficiency in
production. When one factor is expen-
sive a relatively large amount of the
other factors may be used in combina-
tion with it to achie\ e maximum effi-
ciency.

For example, as labor has increased
in cost, fanners have used relatively
more machinery (capital) in their op-
erations. Now that capital (credit) is
also high in cost, what adjustments
can, or should, farmers and ranchers
make?

Each situation should be examined
on the basis of the particular circum-
stances involved. However, one gen-
eralization probably is universally" ap-
plicable: Apply more management in
combination with the capital em-
ployed.

Lenders generally are recognizing
this point as evidenced by their more
careful screening of loan applicants
and closer supervision of credit ex-
tended. Scientifically oriented farm-
ers also recognize this need and are
making financial progress.

Field Crops
Cotton & Cottonseed!

Yield and production of cotton de-
clined once again in 1967, but sub-
stantially higher market prices for lint
more than offset the smaller quantity
to give a 25 percent increase in the
value of lint sold. Harvested acres de-
clined from 252,000 to 245,000, lint
yield declined from 979 to 901 pounds
per acre, and production declined
from 515,000 to 460,000 bales (Table
9). The average market price for lint
was up from 22.22 cents to 81.80 cents
per pound.

The total value of cotton lint and
seed from the 1967 crop is estimated

at $81,770,000, up from the total of
$69,384,000 for 1966. The increase in
value allowed cotton to hold its share
of income from all principal crops at
the 30 percent le\el of the year be-
fore.

The production of cottonseed in
1967 totaled 190,000 tons, down from
the 210,000 tons in 1966. The price
per ton was $58, down from $58.70 in
1966. Thus, the total value of cotton-
seed dropped f r o m $12,327,000 in
1966 to $10,070,000 in 1967.

Market premiums of as much as 20
cents per pound over the government
support price were obtained by some
Arizona growers in 1967. This result-
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Table 9. Acreage, Yield, and Production of Cotton Lint, Arizona and United States; 1967,
1966, and 1961-65 Average.

Item

Acreage
All Cotton
Upland
American-E gy pti an

Per Acre Yields
All Cotton
Upland
American-Egyptian

Production - Lint
All Cotton
Upland
American-Egyptian

Est.
1967

245
216
29

901
954
502

460
480
80

Arizona

1966

252
218

34

979
1,053

507

515
479

86

Est.
1961-65 1967

(thousand acres)

380
338
42

8,090
8,024

66
(pounds)

1,057
1,114

601

452
452
459

(thousand bales)

839
786
58

7,618
7,554

64

United

1966

9,554
9,476

78

480
481
447

9,575
9,502

73

States

1961-65

14,617
14,522

95

491
490
548

14,935
14,825

110

ed from a depletion of CCC stocks of
cotton o\er one inch in length and a
much smaller 1967 crop than was ex-
pected.

The 1968 upland cotton program
changes from the 1967 program com-
plicate cotton growers* decisions on
how much of their acreage allotments
to divert from production. The re-
quired diversion to qualify under the
program has been reduced from 12.5
to 5 percent of the regular allotment,
and the payment rate on the required
diversion is reduced from 10.78 cents
to 10.76 cents per pound of projected
yield.

The payment rate for voluntary di-
version (up to 30 percent of the allot-
ment) is down from 10.78 cents to 6
cents per pound. The price support
payment is up from 11.58 to 12.24
cents per pound of the projected yield
of the domestic allotment (65 percent
of total allotments). The rules for
counting acres occupied by cotton in
various skip-row patterns will be re-
turned to the less restrictive basis of
1965.

The changes in the 1968 program
and the large market premiums for
cotton in 1967 would seem to indicate
a reduction in diverted acres in 1968,
but when adequate consideration is
given to the uncertainty of the market

premiums and last season's effects of
insects in raising production c o s t s
and/or reducing yields in relation to
generally high projected yields, the
best course of action is far from obvi-
ous.

Grain Sorghym & Barley
Arizona feed grains were valued at

$42 million in 1967, an increase from
$29.5 million in 1966. Total produc-
tion of feed grains increased from
644,000 tons in 1966 to 939,000 tons
in 1967. Grain sorghum accounted
for 59 percent of Arizona's grain pro-
duction in 1967. Barley accounted
for 31 percent; and corn, oats, and
wheat combined accounted for 10 per-
cent.

Grain sorghum harvested for grain
reached 246,000 acres, an increase of
26 percent over the 1966 level (Table
10). Approximately 4,000 acres were
harvested for silage, while 1,000 acres
were harvested for forage. Yields of
grain per acre reached 2.27 tons com-
pared with 2.16 tons in 1966. The
price for grain sorghum averaged
$2.09 per hundredweight, three cents
lower than the 1966 level.

Barley accounted for 160,000 acres
in 1967, up 45 percent above 1966.

•15 —







if proportionate shares, or acreage
allotments, for sugar beets are then
in effect throughout the United States.

Farmers who are interested in grow-
ing sugar beets should contact Spreck-
els Sugar Company, 11800 East Su-
perstition Road, P. O. Box 398, Chan-
dler, Arizona 85224.

Safflower
Arizona farmers harvested 96,000

acres of safflower in 1967, compared
to 38,000 acres in 1966 and 12,000
acres in 1965. An average yield of
2,450 pounds per acre in 1967 was
considerably above the yield of 2,120
pounds in 1966, but slightly less than
the yield of 2,500 pounds in 1965.

The large increase in acreage and
the relatively favorable yields result-
ed in a total production of 117,600
tons in 1967. This was almost three
times greater than the production in
1966, and almost eight times more
than the volume produced in 1965.

Safflower prices averaged $91.00
per ton in 1967, slightly above the
1966 price of $89.00 and the 1961-65
average price of $82.50 per ton. The
value of the 1967 crop totaled $10.7
million, compared to $3.6 million and
$1.4 million in 1966 and 1965, respec-
tively.

Wheat
A total of 50,000 acres of wheat

was harvested for grain in 1967, more
than double the 23,000 acres in 1966

and almost double the 1961-65 aver-
age of 27,000 acres. For all wheat, the
average yield in 1967 was 49 bushels
per acre, compared to 40 bushels in
1966 and 45 bushels in 1965.

Arizona wheat yields in 1967 were
almost double the national average of
25 bushels. As a result of the higher
acreage and yields, Arizona farmers
produced 2,450,000 bushels of wheat
in 1967, whereas in 1966 only 920,000
bushels were grown.

Wheat prices in 1967 averaged $1.49
per bushel, compared to $1.62 in
1966 and to an average of $1.83 a
bushel for the five years 1961-65.
However, because of the increased
production, the value of the 1967 crop
was $3,650,000, compared to $1,490,-
000 in 1966.

Corn
About 32,000 acres of coin were

planted for all purposes in 1967, of
which 21,000 acres were harvested
for grain. These acreages are similar
to those for 1966, and for the five
years 1961-65. Grain yields averaged
37 bushels per acre in 1967, compared
to the five-year average of 24 bushels.
However, 1967 corn yields in Arizona
were less than half the national aver-
age of 78 bushels per acre.

Prices in Arizona averaged $1.32
per bushel in 1967, about 25 cents
less than 1966. The value of corn
produced for grain was $1.0 million
in 1967 compared to $1.1 million in
1966.

Citrus and Grapes
The total value of Arizona citrus

production in 1966-67 was $21.5 mil-
lion, the highest level in the history of
the state. The new record represents
an increaase of $5.1 million over the
1965-66 crop, and a $2.9 million in-
crease over the previous high set in
1963-64. The increased value of

orange, lemon and tangerine produc-
tion considerably offset the decrease
in the value of grapefruit production
(Table 12).

The production of all oranges in
1966-67 increased by about 62 per-
cent over the previous crop year. This
increase was due entirely to a tre-
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Table 12. Arizona Citrus Production, Prices and Value.

Citrus
ORANGES

Navels and Misc.
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 Oranges

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

Value of Production ($1,000)
GRAPEFRUIT

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

Value ot Production ($1,000)
LEMONS

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

Value of Production ($1,000)
TANGERINES

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

Value of Production ($1,000)

1965-1966*

960
2.70

2,592

1,460
2.26

3,300

2,420
2.44

5,892

3,050
1.55

4,728

1,970
2.45

4,826

180
5.25
945

S966-1967

860
3.72

3,199

3,050
2.04

6,222

3,910
2.41

9,421

1,680
1.55

2,604

2,810
2.99

8,402

200
5.18

1,036

indicated
1967-1968

1,000

2,800

3,800

3,000

3,100

200

a Revised.
b Equivalent packinghouse dooi returns.
Sources U. S. Department of Agriculture, Sta-

tistical Repoitine; Seivice, Citius Fruits by States,
1965-66 and 1966-67; Production, Uw, Value,

mendous increase in Valencia orange
production (more than double the
1965-66 level), which more than com-
pensated for the 100,000 box decrease
in Navel orange production. The com-
bination of a large increase in the
average for Navels and a small de-
crease in the Valencia price resulted
in a 60 percent increase in the value
of total orange production.

Arizona grapefruit production in
1966-67 fell about 45 percent below
the previous season's output. The av-
erage price per box remained the
same, resulting in a $2.1 million de-
crease in the value of grapefruit pro-
duction.

Lemon production in Arizona in-
creased by 840,000 boxes over the
1965-66 level of output. Since this
increase was associated with a sub-
stantial price increase, total returns
from lemon production increased 74
percent.

The volume and value of Arizona
tangerine production increased in

Washington, D. C , October 1967.

U. S. Department of Agncultuie, Anzona Crop
and Livestock Reporting Seivice, Cittus Report —
December 1, 1967, Phoenix, December 13, 1967.

1966-67 in spite of a small decrease
in the average price per box.

Citrus production estimates re-
leased in December 1967 for the 1967-
68 crop indicate an overall increase
in Arizona output. Total citrus pro-
duction in Arizona is expected to be
about 17 percent larger than the 1966-
67 crop. Production of all oranges is
forecast at 3.8 million boxes, down
about 3 percent from the 1966-67 crop.
However, the expected 1967-68 orange
crop is 89 percent above average pro-
duction for the years 1961 through
1965.

The estimated production figures
for 1967-68 are subject to large errors
and should be used with caution. For
example, the predicted 1966-67 orange
crop (released in December 1966)
was 1.4 million boxes or 64 percent
below the actual production as re-
ported in October of 1967.

Arizona grapefruit production from
the 1967 bloom is forecast at 3.0 mil-
lion boxes, 79 percent above last year
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and 10 percent above the 1961-65 av-
erage. The trend of Arizona lemon
production is expected to continue
upward with the 1967-68 crop esti-
mated at 290,000 boxes, 10 percent
above the 1966-67 level of output.
This represents a 126 percent increase
over the 1961-65 average.

Arizona tangerine production in
1967-68 is expected to remain at the
same level as in 1966-67.

The prediction of total U.S. citrus
production for 1967-68 indicates a
decrease from the previous year. The
estimated U.S. production of all
oranges, grapefruit, lemons, and tan-
gerines is less than last season's pro-
duction by 32, 26, 6, and 33 percent,
respectively. However, the 1967-68
crop is expected to exceed the 1961-65
average by 9, 4, 9, and 13 percent for
all oranges, grapefruit, lemons and
tangerines, respectively.

The major decreases in production

from the 1966-67 record crop are ex-
pected in Florida. Since Arizona cit-
rus prices are highly dependent on
the level of production in other pro-
ducing areas, the predicted fall in
Florida production should mean more
favorable prices for Arizona produc-
ers.

Grape production in Arizona was
14,300 tons in 1967, up 13 percent
from the 12,600 tons produced in 1966.
The 1967 crop exceeded the average
for 1961-65 by 1,074 tons. Average
grape prices increased from $260 per
ton in 1966 (revised downward from
$341 reported last year) to $376 per
ton in 1967, producing an estimated
gross sales of $5.4 million compared
to $3.3 million in 1966.

Relative to the United States, Ari-
zona is still a minor producer of
grapes; in 1967 Arizona grape sales
amounted to only 2.5 percent of total
grape sales in the United States.

Vegetables and Melons
Arizona produced an $86.7 million

vegetable and melon crop in 1967.
This is a 9 percent increase from the
$79.5 million crop of 1966. The in-
creased gross income situation result-
ed from an increase in the value of
production of early spring lettuce,
cantaloups, potatoes, watermelons,
green and dry onions, cabbage and
miscellaneous vegetables (Table 13).
The increase was partially offset by
lower values for winter and late fall
lettuce, carrots, broccoli, and cauli-
flower.

With the exception of green onions
and miscellaneous vegetables, data on
value of production shown in Table
13 are for the entire state for the cal-
endar year. Data on acreage and pro-
duction by region within the state,
however, are available only by crop
year. Thus, data on lettuce production
in Table 14 do not show the fall 1967
crop, although this has been included
in the value estimates in Table 13.

Figures on carlot shipments, like-
wise, are available only on a crop
year basis. The Arizona vegetable
and melon industry shipped a total of
44,249 carlots during 1966-67, almost
identical to the 44,265 carlots shipped
in 1966.

Lettuce
For the spring lettuce deal of cen-

tral and eastern Arizona, acreage de-
creased 3,700 acres, but due to* yield
increases, production increased by
about 1.25 million cartons above the
spring 1966 level (Table 14). Because
of higher piices and production, the
value of spring lettuce production in-
creased by $12.1 million above the
previous year's crop. Spring lettuce
sold for an average price of $3.19 per
carton in 1967 as compared to $1.58
for 1967 winter lettuce and $2.00 for
spring lettuce in 1965.
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Howe\er, in 1967 total revenue from
spring cantaloups exceeded the pre-
vious season's levenue by about $1.2
million (11 percent). A large increase
in price from $6.40 per hundredweight
in 1966 to $9.70 per hundredweight in
1967 accounts for the revenue increase
(yield per acre unchanged). About
87 percent of Arizona's annual melon
production is in the spring, hence, the
increase in value shown in Table 13
is due primarily to the increase in the
spring cantaloup crop.

Pototoes
Arizona produced 2,725,000 hun-

ch edweights of potatoes from 10,900
acres in 1967 compared to 2,875,000
hundredweights from 12,500 acres in
1966. However, the declines in acre-
age and production were offset by a
higher price ($2.53 per hundred-
weight in 1967 compared to $2.81 in
1966). As a lesult, total returns from
potatoes in 1967 was about $1.1 mil-

lion higher than in 1966 (Table 13).
The percentage of potatoes going

into manufacturing continues to in-
crease: 62 percent of the crop in 1967
compared to 59 and 48 percent for
1966 and 1965, respectively.

Green Onions
Because of the growing importance

of green onions, separate estimates
for this commodity are presented for
the first time in this report (Table 18).
Previously, green onions had been in-
cluded in the miscellaneous vegetable
categoiy.

In 1966-67, production for shipment
outside of the state increased by about
69,000 crates. Since the average price
per crate remained virtually the same
as in 1965-66, the total value of green
onion production rose by slightly over
half a million dollars. Green onion
production is located primarily in the
Salt River Val1e\ area of central Ari-
zona

Liwestock and Liwesfock Predicts
Beef Cattle & Calves

The gross value of beef cattle and
calves sold in Anzona during the 12-
month period ending November 30,
1967, is estimated at $2113 million,
up $5.1 million over the same period a
year earlier. This increase was due
primarily to 4 percent more cattle be-
ing shipped out of state, although
prices and slaughter in the state were
up slightly.

The net cash value of beef cattle
sales (gross sales minus value of im-
ports) in Arizona for this 12-month
period was approximately $180.3 mil-
lion, compared to $128.1 million for
the preceding 12-month period.

During the 12-month period end-
ing November 30, 1967, p r i c e s of
Choice 900-1100 lb. slaughter steers
at Phoenix averaged $25.64 per hun-

dredweight, compared to $25.67 a
year earlier. But, the price pattern
for the year was quite diffeient, with
1967 prices mnning much under 1966
during the first part of the year, and
considerably over 1966 during the last
7 months (Figure 2).

Prices of feeder cattle during the
same period averaged about 50 cents
per hundredweight over a year ear-
lier. Choice 300-550 lb. steer calves
at Phoenix averaged $27.50, compared
to $26.98 for the same period a year
earlier. Price movements for 1967'and
1966 for feeder cattle were quite simi-
lar (Figure 3). During both years,
prices were lowest during the earliest
part of the year and strongest during
the summer months.

For this same period, prices of
Choice 500-750 lb. feeder steers at
Phoenix averaged $24.83, compared
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000, down 10,000 head or 5 percent
from 1966.

The number of sheep shorn during
1967 is estimated at 444,000 head,
down 62,000 head or 12 percent from
1966. The average weight per fleece
of 7.1 pounds was one-tenth of a
pound less than for 1966. Due to few-
er sheep shorn and lighter fleeces,
wool production in 1967 is estimated
at 3,154,000 pounds, down 13 percent
from 1966. The income from wool in
1967 was approximately $1,116,980
compared to about $1,523,000 in 1966.

Prices of fed and spring lambs were
lower in 1967 than in 1966. Prices for
lambs in January were $23.50 at Phoe-
nix. This dropped to a low of $19.00
in March, and then increased to a
peak of $25.00 in June. The June
1967 peak was $3 below the peak of
a year earlier.

Poultry and Eggs
Total sales from poultry and eggs

in Arizona during 1967 reached $6.7
million, compared to $7 million in
1966. The major source of income
from poultry was from eggs, with
sales amounting to $6 million in 1967
compared to $6.3 million the previous
year.

The decrease in dollar sales was
associated with a decline in egg and
poultry prices. Egg prices averaged
28.4 cents per dozen in 1967 whereas
in 1966 the average price was 36 cents.
Prices for turkeys fell from 22.3 cents
a pound in 1966 to 20 cents a pound
in 1967. The average number of lay-
ing hens increased from 1 million in

1966 to 1.2 million in J967. Produc-
tion per hen remained about the same
at 211 eggs per year. As as result of
the increase in the number of layers,
total egg production reached 254 mil-
lion eggs in 1967.

A recent compilation of location
and size of commercial poultry
ranches (defined as having 300 lay-
ers or more) in Arizona illustrates
the structural changes in the industry
which have occurred during the past
five years. In 1968, 26.8 percent of
the total birds were in flocks of over
50,000, compared to 49.6 percent in
1967. Flocks of 10,000 or more birds
accounted for 84.4 percent of total
birds in 1967, whereas in 1963 flocks
of this size accounted for only 68.4
percent of total birds.

Although c o m m e r c i a 1 poultry
ranches in the state have increased in
size in terms of number of birds, the
number of poultry ranches has de-
clined from 167 in 1963 to 84 in 1967
(Table 15). There were 1,129,025
birds located on these 84 commercial
poultry ranches. Of the total birds,
almost 49 percent were in Pima Coun-
ty, 32 percent in Maricopa County, 9
percent in Pinal County, and 6 percent
in Yavapai County.

Dairy
Cash receipts from dairying in Ari-

zona are estimated at $85.2 million
during 1967. Receipts from the sale
of milk and milk products accounted
for $31.8 million while the sale of
dairy animals accounted for the re-
maining $8.4 million. Total sales of

Table 15. Number of Commercial Poultry Ranches, by Flock Sixe, in Arizona, 1963 to 1967.

Year
.1967
1966
1965
1964
1968

300-
499

8
7

12
18
16

500-
999

8
10
10
U
23

1,000-
1,999
12
18
20
26
26

2,000-
4,999
25
27
83
48
47

5,000-
9,999

11
12
16
14
26

10,000-
19,999

9
12
12
13
15

20,000-
29,999

4
8
4
2
4

30,000-
49,999

5
5
5
4
6

50,000
and over

7
6
5
5
4

Total
84

100
117
134
167

Source: F. D. Rollins, University of Arizona Ex-
tension Poultiy Specialist and Mi. Carl R. Biehler,
An/ona State Egg Inspector.
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milk were about 540 million pounds,
down slightly from 549 million pounds
in 1967.

Milk prices received by farmers av-
eraged $5.88 per hundredweight. This
price is a weighted average for all
milk sold and not the average blend
price for 3.5 percent milk.

The proportion of milk utilized in
fluid form decreased during 1967.
Producer milk sales were categorized
under Federal Order 131, Central Ari-
zona as follows: 75.4 percent, Class I;
8.3 percent, Class II; and 16.3 percent,
Class III. This breakdown is nearly
the same as for 1966.

The number of producers under the
Federal Marketing Order decreased
to 192 in November 1967. This com-
pares to 208 producers in November
1966. Herd size increased even
though the number of producers fell.
This trend is evidenced by the num-
ber of cows per DHIA herd, which
averaged 184 in 1966 and 205 in 1967.

The production per cow for DHIA
test herds was 11,559 pounds per year
at 4 percent buttertat. The culling
rate was 27.0 percent, which is broken
down as follows: 1.1 percent sold for
dairy, 23.8 percent sold for beef, and
2.1 percent died.

Sales of filled milk and imitation
dairy products have made substantial
gains on the Arizona market this year.
Filled milk is a product usually made
by combining fats or oils other than
milk fat with other milk solids with
the resulting product in the semblance

of milk. Imitation milk is a combina-
tion of non-dairy ingredients such as
vegetable fat and soya solids made in
semblance of milk.

The number of pounds of Class I
milk with vegetable products added
is reported under Federal Order 131,
Table 16. These data include filled
milk only. Note that the poundage in
this category has increased 167 per-
cent from November 1966 to Novem-
ber 1967. At present, there is no re-
liable estimate of the quantity of im-
itation milk sold.

Growth in sales of these products
means a displacement of milk prod-
ucts. This has been of major concern
to the dairy industry this year. The
future impact of this development on
Arizona's dairy industry is unkown
and difficult to forecast at present.

Table 16. Class I Milk Products Which
Contain Vegetable Fat Distrib-
uted in Arizona Under Federal
Order 131.

Month

November 1966
December 1966
Tanuary 1967
February 1967
March
April
May
June
July
August
September
October
Novembei

Pounds

597,143
625,566
691,082
769,317
944,733
893,710
964,325
933,267
989,015

1,185,345
1,391,733
1,546,885
1,597,791

Cost of Production Budget
For Major Arizona Field Crops

Estimated costs and returns in-
volved in producing Arizona's four
major field crops in 1968 are present-
ed in Tables 17 through 20. The cost
figures that were used in developing
these budgets are the same as those
used in developing the budgets for
1967.

Because the trend in cost per unit
for almost all production inputs has
continued to rise during the past year,
the use of last year's costs tends to
overstate the returns above cash costs
and to management in the 1968 budg-
ets. This repetition was necessary for
1968 because the method for deriv-
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ing cost esthnates is in the process of
being changed to conform more close-
ly with actual farming operations.

However, the 1968 budgets can be
useful as guides if the assumptions
embodied in their construction are
thoroughly understood. Footnotes to
each table explain most of the physi-
cal input data, while certain implica-
tions of the cost assumptions are
pointed out below.

Because actual costs will vary
among fanners, depending on each
fanner's machinery complement, size
of farm, annual use of equipment, and
management ability, typical custom
costs were used in preparing these
budgets (Table 21). 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 equip-
ment. Therefore, where a farmer
owns and operates his own equipment,
his cash costs may be considerabl}
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 farming operation.

Large farms generally can obtain
lower per acre costs than small farms.
Therefore, the total cost f i g u r e is
typical of farms using all custom
equipment operations. Research on
diversified cash crop farms in central
Arizona suggests that total per acre
costs may be lowered by as much as

20 percent as size of farm increases
above a small custom operation.

Certain other costs would also be
redistributed it a fanner owned his
own equipment. The entry for indus-
trial insurance and social security
would rise as the farmer hires his ma-
chinery operators directly rather than
through a custom operator. Produc-
tion credit would be smaller to the
extent that cash costs would be
smaller.

Cash farm overhead is listed as $17
per acre for barley, alfalfa for hay,
and grain sorghum. Cash farm over-
head for upland cotton is $19.86 be-
cause it included contributions to
state and national cotton associations
and $1 per bale for research and pro-
motion programs. A farm growing
more barley, grain sorghum, or alfalfa
than normal will have a lower per
acre cash overhead, while a farm with
more cotton than normal will have a
higher per acre cash overhead.

Water costs for the Salt River Proj-
ect 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 $7.50 per acre-foot
by the Project.

Water costs for Arizona pump areas
are based on the use of both electric-
ancl gas-operated wells. 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 depre-
ciation on the well, pump, and pump-
ing equipment is shown in the fixed
cost section of each budget.
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Table 17. Estimated Costs and Ref-yrras for Producing Upland Cotton, Per Acre Planted,
Arizona 1968.

Costs and Returns per Acre for Two and
One-fifth Bale Yield (Gross Weight)

Salt
River

Project

Arizona Pump Areas
200'
LIFT

300'
LIFT

400'
LIFT

500'
LIFT

RECEIPTS
Lmt5 machine picked (1,000 pounds)3

at 20.25 cents/pound 202 50
Lint, from sciapping opeiations (100 pounds)5

at 12 cents/pound 12 00
Support Payments0 134 64
Diverted Acres Payment 89 67
Cottonseed (1,760 pounds) at $58 00 pei ton 51 04

Total Receipts 439 §5 439 85 439.85 439.85 489.85
COSTS Per Acre

Preharvest Costs (dollars)
Land Preparation6 17.00

Planting* 6.00
Cultivation (8 times) 6.00
Inigation and Ditch Laboiq 13.54
Seed (18 pounds) 8.15
Chemical Weed Control (mat. & app.)h 9.80
Fertilizer (mat & app.))»'•» 28.74
Insecticide (mat. & app.)' 'k 27.25
Defoliation (mat. & app ) 5.40
Production Credit 6.07
Cash Farm Overhead1 19.86

Preharvest Costs Less Water 142 81
Water (Variable Cost Only) 5 acre-feet 20.00m

Total Preharvest Costs 162 81
Harvesting Costs

Picking and Hauling" 45.00
Scrapping 10.00
Ginning 48.19

Total Harvest Costs 98 19
Total Cash Costs 261 00
Fixed Costs

Rental Value of Land0 92.00
Taxes*1 13.00
Pump and Equipment Costsq

Total Fixed Costs 105.00

142 81 142.81 142.81 142.81
25 00 87.50 50.00 62.50

167 81 180 31 192.81 205 31

9819 9819 98.19 98.19
266 00 278.50 291.00 303.50

85 00 75.00 60.00 45.00
9 85 6.45 5.90 5.90

10 00 15.00 20.00 25.00
104 85 96.45 85.90 75.90

Total Costs Exclusive of Management
Returns Above Cash Costs
Returns to Management, Per Acre

866 00 370 85 374.95 876.90 379.40
178 85 178.85 161.35 148.85 136 85

73.85 69 00 64.90 62.95 60.45
* Thxs is based on piojected yield estimates,

actual yield may be lowei because of pink boll-
worm infestation. This assumes that 35 percent of
the allotted acies are diverted and that there are
1.54 acies o£ allotment for each acre planted.

a Includes 960 pounds lint, 40 pounds bagging
and ties.

b Includes 96 pounds lmt, 4 pounds baggmg and
ties.

c 1100 pound projected yield, 12.24 cents per
pound support.

d 1100 pound projected yield, 10.76 cents per
pound on 5 percent of mandatory diversion and 6
cents per pound on 30 percent voluntary diversion

e Includes cut stalks, disc, plow, disc, float, fur-
row out.

f Includes a preplant tillage operation, e.g, a
light discing or mulching, the planting operation and
an operation to knock down caps alter planting to
insure unifoim depth of planting.

9 Includes Industrial Insurance and Social Security.
h Chemical weed control with vanous herbicides.

See County Agent foi recommendations in your area.
1 The amounts of fertilizer and insecticide shown

are not necessarily lecommendations of the Univer-
sity of Arizona, but rathei aie estimates of average
amounts actually used by Arizona farmers.

j Foi 140 pounds N and 70 pounds P2Q5 plus
application costs

k Five air applications, plus 1 ground application
at planting time

I Includes such items as car and truck expense,
geneial farm labor, fencing, migation siphons and
tarps, hand tools, bookkeeping, dues, subscriptions,
insurance, gcneial utilities and also includes 20
cents per bale contubution to National Cotton
Council, 10 cents per bale contribution to Arizona
Cotton Groweis Association and $1 per bale con-
tribution for the new Research and Promotion Pro-
gram.

m Includes minimum 2 acre-feet at $1.50 per
acre-foot, I acre-foot surface developed and normal
flow at $2 00 and 2 acie-feet pump right water at
$7 50 pei acre-foot.

n Based on machine picking
0 This figure lepresents the aveiage net rental

value of 1.54 acres of cotton allotment at the various
pump levels with a piojected yield of 1,100 lbs.

P Based on 1.54 acres of land with assessed value
of $100 per acie for SRV land, $75 for 200-foot
lift aieas, $55 for 300-foot lift areas, and $50 for
400-foot and 500-foot lift lands multiplied b> the
aveiage rural tax rate foi similar aieas.

fl Includes depreciation and interest on investment
for the well, pump and pumping equipment.
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