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Water

During 1959-60, the use of both
ground and surface water for irrigation,
industrial, and domestic use increased
slightly in the state—from about 7 to
about 7.2 million acre-feet. Pumping con-
tinued to be the major source of water,
providing about 4.7 million acre-feet of
the total supply.

As a consequence, ground water levels
in the major pumping areas continued to
decline. Over the five water years from
1955 through 1959, the decline in Mari-
copa and Pinal Counties has varied in
different parts of the counties from little
or none to as much as 20 feet a year.

Declining ground water levels in the
major agricultural areas of the state con-
tinued to be the major problem of long-
run concern in Arizona's water picture.

The most significant development af-
fecting Arizona's total water picture this
year was the recommendations of Special
Master Rifkind in the California-Arizona
dispute over Colorado River water. The
essentials of his recommendations are:
When the flow of the river below Lake
Mead is 7.5 million acre-feet in excess
of Mexico's requirements, California will
receive 4.4 million acre-feet, Arizona 2.8
million acre-feet, and Nevade .3 million
acre-feet.

When the flow of the river is more
than 7.5 million acre-feet, Arizona will
get one-half of the excess over that figure
(unless Nevada develops irrigation to use
Colorado River water in which case Ari-
zona's share in the excess will be reduced
to 46 percent with 4 percent going to
Nevada). When the flow of the river
below Lake Mead is less than 7.5 million
acre-feet, it will be divided in the same

ratios as the 7.5 million acre-feet, namely,
44/75ths to California, 28/75th to Ari-
zona, and 3/75ths to Nevada.

Arizona is presently diverting about
1.4 million acre-feet from the Colorado.
(California is currently using about 1
million acre-feet more than would be its
share of a 7.5 million acre-foot flow). As
a result, Arizona stands to double the
amount of Colorado River flow used by
it when the flow of the river below Lake
Mead is 7.5 million acre-feet (above Mex-
ico's requirement). As yet, it is not surely
known how often the flow below Lake
Mead can be expected to be 7.5 million
acre-feet or more.

In other words, it still is unclear how
much more than the present 1.4 million
acre-feet diverted from the Colorado in
Arizona can be depended upon as being
regularly available. Nevertheless, settle-
ment of the suit (it still must be approved
by the U. S. Supreme Court) in Arizona's
favor will be of tremendous economic
importance to the state.

Re-examination of the plans for the
Central Arizona Project—plans for which
were completed in 1949 for the use of
Colorado River water in Central Arizona
that have been kept in cold storage pend-
ing settlement of the California-Arizona
suit—is currently in progress. Also, the
Governor has appointed a committee to
examine in a general way the question
of what would be wisest use of this addi-
tional water for Arizona.

The most urgent questions raised by
the settlement of this suit are: (1) what
amounts of water with what probabilities
can Arizona count on from the Colorado
from year to year in the future? (2)

Usable Stored Water

Reservoir
Dec. 31-60
acre-feet

Dec. 31-59
acre-feet

Longr-Time Average
acre-feet

San Carlos Reservoir (Gila) 569 86,320
Combined Storage,

Salt and Verde Reservoirs 1,226,000 1,094,000
Lakes Mead and Mohave 20,912,000 21,191,000

108,900 (31 yrs.)

591,600 (50 yrs.)
18,302,000 (25 yrs.)
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what are the best and the most productive
uses that the state can make of the addi-
tional water? (3) what is the best way
to get these additional waters into use
and out of the river?

Usable stored water in Arizona's reser-
voirs at the end of I960 was more than
double the long-time average on the Salt

and the Verde system and slightly higher
than the long-run average in Lakes Mead
and Mohave. Water supply in the San
Carlos is extremely low (the reservoir
was empty in mid-January, 1961) com-
pared both to a year ago and to the long-
time average. The details are shown in
the table bottom of page 4.

Land

Major land development in Arizona
during I960 was centered in western
Maricopa and eastern Yuma counties.
This area, including the Harquahala Val-
ley, appears to be growing rapidly. The
Harquahala Valley is reported to have
31,360 acres under irrigation. Farms are
large, ranging from a minimum of 320
acres to over 6,000 acres in size. Major
crops include cotton, grain, alfalfa, saf-
flower, sesbania, grapes, and vegetables.
In addition, a substantial acreage of rose
bush plantings is coming in.

In contrast to 1959, there appears to
be a slackening of speculative interest in
Arizona land sales. Sales of state-owned
land dropped sharply. This was due to
three general factors (1) litigation, insti-
gated by the Attorney General, relative to
appraisal methods, sale terms and security,
which effectively tied up sales for a large
part of the year; (2) the lack of interest
in speculative purchase of land; and (3)
the high appraised values being placed on
some desirable state lands. Partly as a

result of the rather liberal terms on
which state land has been sold, some sales
have reverted to state ownership.

Another land problem of major con-
sequence during I960 related to eviction
notices served on squatters on federal
lands adjacent to the Colorado River.
These lands are withdrawn for reclama-
tion purposes but, for the most part, have
lain idle for years, and in many places
have grown into dense jungles of salt
cedar, which by itself uses large amounts
of water.

Approximately 900 squatters have set-
tled on this land, with no title and with
no water rights, and in many cases have
been farming in this area for a number
of years. They are organized as the Asso-
ciated Farmers of the Lower Colorado,
and are attempting to work toward some
procedure which will enable them to pur-
chase and obtain title to their farms. So
far, they have had but little success in
cutting through the legal and adminis-
trative entanglements which exist.

Farm Programs

For the past two years, Arizona cotton
farmers have had an option under the
acreage allotment program. They could
choose Plan "A", retain their regular allot-
ment and receive maximum price sup-
port, or they could choose Plan "B", in-
crease their acreage of cotton by 40 per-
cent over their regular allotment, and
take 15 percent lower supports. This
option program terminated with the I960
cotton crop, and for 1961 growers will
return to the regular acreage allotment
program.

Cotton is the only important crop in
Arizona directly affected by the farm
program. Wheat and peanuts are also
controlled by acreage allotments, but are
of only minor importance in Arizona's
agriculture. Although many of Arizona's
commodities are eligible for price sup-
port, such support has not generally been
used, as market prices were high enough
so that these commodities were not af-
fected. Cotton and wool, however, have
participated to varying degrees in the
support program.
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Another federal farm program of im-
portance to Arizona is the federal market
milk order, which includes approximately
90 percent of the milk produced in the
state. Through this order the farm price
of milk is established, on a formula basis,
for fluid (Class I) and manufacturing
(Class II) uses, and all receivers of milk
pay a uniform price. This program has
been helpful in stabilizing the Arizona
dairy industry.

The Conservation Reserve feature of
the Soil Bank continued on a small scale,
with total payments of $100,443. Pay-
ments made for practices under the Agri-
cultural Conservation Payment program
totaled $1,585,000. Land leveling, ditch
lining and stock water development were

again the major practices for which pay-
ment was made.

Wool was supported by direct incen-
tive payments at a national average price
of 62 cents per pound. In Arizona the
payments to producers totaled $492,791.
Payments on shorn wool equaled 43.2
percent of the price received by the pro-
ducer, and payment on unshorn lambs
was 75 cents per hundredweight.

Although only a few of Arizona's agri-
cultural commodities are directly influ-
enced by the farm program, export sub-
sidies, supports and controls on related
commodities, and other federal farm pro-
grams are vitally important to the agri-
culture of the state.

Agricultural Credit

The over-all agricultural credit situa-
tion in Arizona is somewhat better today
than a year ago. There are fewer delin-
quencies, relatively more money is avail-
able for loans, and interest rates are a
little lower.

Information available indicates both
farmers and ranchers are experiencing
somewhat less difficulty in meeting obli-
gations this year than they have since
1957, due to an excellent cotton crop,
both in yield and quality, and favorable
conditions in other commodities. Lenders
report that, particularly in farm machinery
loans, profits this year are sufficient to
retire substantially carryovers from the
poorer years of 1958 and 1959.

The supply of funds available for loans
has eased in recent months and prospects
are that this situation will continue at
least through the first half of 1961.
While all Arizona banks have been loaned
up heavier in I960 than almost any time
in recent history, there appeared to be
some easing of demand in November
and December.

With this easing of demand and with
the Federal Reserve System taking action
to increase commercial bank lending
capacity, banks generally have adequate
funds for loans and investments. This
situation, in turn, reflects itself in loan

funds of other lenders, particularly those
in the short-term credit field. Thus, indi-
cations are that no farmer or rancher
would be denied credit during the com-
ing year because of a shortage of money.

Interest rates, particularly for short-
and intermediate-term loans, have eased
somewhat in recent months and prospeas
are that they will stabilize at about the
current level as long as loan funds are
adequate. Agriculture must compete with
other segments of the economy for credit,
and when money is "tight" interest rates
—the price tags on credit—naturally in-
crease. Conversely, as the supply of loan
funds increases, interest rates become
lower.

It is unlikely, however, that rates will
soon return to the lower levels of a
decade ago. Current interest rates in the
United States are lower than in most
other countries, which is one factor con-
tributing to the outflow of gold. Thus,
measures other than "cheap money" prob-
ably will be used primarily to stimulate
economic growth and business expansion
in this country.

Credit employed by Arizona farmers
and ranchers continues to increase as costs
rise and unit size and mechanization in-
creases. Indications are that most farmers
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and ranchers have the repayment capacity
and risk-bearing ability required to suc-
cessfully carry the amount of credit they
are employing. Some farmers and ranch-
ers are experiencing difficulty, however.

Where delinquency occurs, management
often is the cause—which points up the
importance of management as the size
and complexity of the farm or ranch bus-
iness increases.

Changes in Cost of Production Tables

Tables 3 through 6 (on the following
pages) are somewhat changed from the
way in which they have ben compiled in
the past. These tables have as their pur-
pose the presenting of illustrative costs of
production under varying water require-
ments. The changes made are intended
to make these tables more nearly com-
plete, by including some items formerly
omitted, and by developing the land cost
items.

Specifically the changes made are:
1. Including an item for general farm

overhead expense. This includes such
costs as auto and truck expense, general
utilities, general maintenance labor, fenc-
ing, irrigation siphons and tarps, hand
tools, insurance, bookkeeping, dues, and
subscriptions, etc.

2. Including an item for taxes. The
assessed valuations used are found in the
"Statement of Comparative Values" of
the Arizona State Tax Commission and
are based on per acre assessed values for
irrigated land in Maricopa, Pinal, Pima,
and Graham counties. The tax rate used is
the state average rate for real property
as calculated by the State Tax Commis-
sion for 1959.

3. Including an item for interest on
investment. Since sale values of land,
especially in thje Phoenix area, are nor-
mally of a speculative nature and far

above the agricultural value of such land,
they cannot be used as investments against
which to charge the cost of owning farm
land. However, cash rental rates do reflect
the investment value of land ownership
for farming. Deducting taxes from cash
rent produces a net rent to the landlord,
which is in effect the annual return, or
cost, of land. This net rent can be capital-
ized at 6 percent to get agricultural values
of land.

The cost figures shown emphasize the
economic advantage of cotton production
in Arizona. Alfalfa also provides a return
over all costs, except perhaps in extremely
deep lift areas. However, neither barley
nor sorghum appear to return a profit to
management.

It must be realized that the usual pat-
tern of cropping includes cotton, alfalfa
and grain, and the income of the farm is
the result of a composite of enterprises,
rather than being the result of the simple
addition of budgeted incomes from each
crop or enterprise. The crop rotation fol-
lowed allows for complementary effects
on yields and for an optimum use of
labor, land, and equipment. Barley covers
all of the direct costs under all water
costs shown and sorghum covers all di-
rect costs under water costs in the Salt
River Valley and at pump lifts of less
than 300 feet.

Cotton

Total Arizona cotton production is ex-
pected to be 16 percent above last year
based on 835.000 bales predicted for I960
versus 715,000 bales in 1959. This in-
creased production was accomplished with
an acreage increase from 383 000 in 1959
to 426,000 in I960 (11 percent).

Thus, the average yield of all Arizona
cotton for I960 is expected to be 941
pounds per acre or 48 pounds higher than
1959 (6 percent). Two important factors
in achieving the high yield in I960 were
the very good weather conditions during
the harvest and the improved operation
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upland cotton allotment for Arizona for
1961 will be 374,699 acres as compared
to a base allotment of 350,969 acres in
I960. However, this represents a de-
crease of 25,101 acres from the total "A"
and "B" acreage of I960.

The support price will be set by the
new Secretary of Agriculture and is not
known at this writing. But it is likely
that the total gross value of the Arizona
crop will be decreased slightly unless
average yields and prices increase enough
to counteract the acreage reduction, which
will result from the discontinuing of the
Plan "B" acreage allotment option.

Table 3 shows the estimated cost of
producing Upland cotton under varying
conditions of water availability for 1961.
These figures are intended to be illustra-
tive of costs as actually incurred by Ari-
zona farmers. Total preharvest expense,
exclusive of water, is estimated at $114.15
per acre. To this must be added $83-34
in harvesting and ginning costs for a
two-bale yield. Water costs vary, depend-
ing on the availability of water, and add-
ing this item results in per acre total
direct costs as follows: Salt River Val-
ley—$218.49, 200-foot lift areas $224.49,
300-foot lift areas $237.49, and 400-foot
lift areas $250.49.

Pricing lint at 31.5 cents per pound,
and cottonseed at $50.80 per ton, results
in a total return for a two-bale yield of
$355.64, and a return above cash costs
of from $137.15 to $105.15. Adding the
land cost (interest on investment and
taxes) and overhead costs result in total
per-acre costs exclusive of management,
ranging from $264.23 to $277.96 and

allows a per-acre return to management
of $91.41 to $77.68.

A record proportion of the 1960-61
cotton will be harvested by machine,
probably near 80 percent of the total.
The use of mechanical scrappers, for
gleaning fields, is also coming into gen-
eral use and a large amount of cotton
is being salvaged.

The D. P. & L. (Delta Pine and Land
Co.) variety is finding increasing favor
in Arizona and indications are that a sub-
stantial portion of Arizona's total acreage
will be planted to this variety in 1961.

American-Egyptian

A yield increase of 34 pounds per acre
over 1959 has almost offset the 8 percent
reduction in acreage for I960. The I960
crop is estimated at 30,000 bales com-
pared to 30,700 in 1959.

Quality of the I960 crop is above last
year for long staple cotton ginned prior
to December 1. Grades 1, 2 and 3 ac-
counted for 78 percent compared to 65
percent in 1959. Staple length this year
is also longer with 75 percent of the
classing samples graded 1-7/16 inches or
longer compared to 62 percent in 1959-
In spite of the large carry-over of Ameri-
can-Egyptian, prices have been somewhat
better than expected due to higher grades
and a fair demand.

The Arizona American-Egyptian 1961
acreage allotment is set at 26,831 acres,
compared with 27,326 in I960.

The new Pima S-2 variety is proving
highly successful. As compared to Pima
S-l, S-2 yields heavier, is better adapted
to machine harvesting, and gins faster.

Hay

Acreage and production of hay in Ari-
zona increased during I960, while yields
were slightly lower. Total hay acreage in-
creased from 266,000 in 1959 to 287,000
in I960. This increase apparently consist-
ed entirely of new alfalfa acreage since
alfalfa increased from 210,000 in 1959 to
231,000 acres in I960. Average yield per
acre (including acreage pastured and cut

for seed) of alfalfa during I960 was 4.0
tons per acre. Total hay production was
1,032,000 tons, of which 924,000 were
alfalfa.

Prices paid producers for alfalfa hay
averaged $26.33 per ton during I960.
Prices were relatively high during the
early spring, reflecting competition by
feeders and dairymen in rebuilding hay
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a return to management, both normally
cover all direct costs of production and
add somewhat toward the coverage of
fixed cost items. Therefore, it is more
profitable to produce grain than to let
land lie idle.

Also, the yields shown, while average
for the state, are below those obtained by
many commercial grain producers. An

additional half-ton in yield above those
shown (1.8 tons/acre for barley and 2.0
tons/acre for sorghum) would put these
crops over the break-even point and show
some return for management. A further
factor which must be considered is the
complementary effects of producing these
crops in rotation with alfalfa and cotton,
and the resultant benefits which accrue to
the yields of these other crops grown.

Seed Crops

Production of alfalfa seed continued to
decline in Arizona. Only 16,000 acres
were harvested during I960 compared to
17,000 in 1959 and an average of 34,900
during the period 1949-1958. Estimated
I960 yield was 215 pounds per acre
and total production equalled 3,440,000
pounds. Prices ranged from 29.5 cents
per pound to 55.0 cents for the newer
insect resistant varieties.

Over the last ten years, the importance
of alfalfa seed production in Arizona has
declined rapidly. In 1950, Arizona had
60,000 acres compared to the present
16,000. A major cause of this decline has
been low yields. For example, the 215-
pound yield estimated for Arizona for
I960 compares with 385 for California,
400 for Washington, and 430 pounds
for Oregon.

Sugar beet seed continues to be im-
portant in Arizona. For the I960 season
5,233,460 pounds were produced on
1,440.5 acres for an average yield of 3,633
pounds per acre. A contract price of $18
per hundredweight for monogerm and
$16.50 for multigerm was paid and the
total value of the crop was $921,000. In
recent years a larger and larger propor-

tion of the seed produced has been of the
newer monogerm type. In I960, 77 per-
cent of the sugar beet seed produced in
Arizona was monogerm, and for 1961,
out of a total of 1,300 acres contracted,
all but 50 will be monogerm varieties.

Acreage of bermuda grass seed expand-
ed during I960. In 1959 Arizona har-
vested 6,500 acres compared to 11,400
in I960. Of this total acreage 4,000 was
the NK-37 or giant variety and the bal-
ance of 7,400 acres was common ber-
muda. On the first crop, common yielded
835 pounds to the acre and NK-37, 150
pounds per acre. A total production of
6,783,000 pounds was estimated for the
first crop, of which 600,000 pounds was
NK-37. Although the second crop is not
reported, yields will commonly be much
lower, in the vicinity of 25 percent of the
first crop as an over-all average.

About 80 percent of the total produc-
tion is harvested from the first crop.
Prices for the first crop averaged about
45 cents a pound for common bermuda
and 65 cents for NK-37. The total I960
value of this crop is estimated to be
$3,400,000.

Oil Seed Crops

Arizona has long been interested in oil
seed crops because of their fairly high
potential value per acre. In this respect
they provide a logical substitute for cot-
ton, our other high-value field crop. Saf-
flower, castor beans, soybeans, and sesame

have all been tried and research is con-
tinuing for varieties well-adapted to Ari-
zona growing conditions.

Safrlower seems to offer the best pros-
pect for the immediate future. During
I960, Arizona harvested approximately
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3,500 acres of the new safflower variety,
Gila, yielding an average of about 2,500
pounds to the acre. Yields in some areas
were reduced by severe losses to birds. A
contract price of $74 per ton was paid.
Indications are that acreage of this crop
may expand substantially in the next
few years.

Castor beans are still with us, about
800 acres being grown in I960, with

yields of 500 to over 1,000 pounds. Lack
of an adapted variety suitable for machine
harvesting, high production costs, and a
relatively low market value restruct the
production of this crop.

Another oil crop is peanuts. Arizona
has an acreage allotment on peanuts, and
in I960, 717 acres were grown, mostly on
the Yuma Mesa.

Sugar Beets

During I960, substantial interest de-
veloped in the possibilities of the pro-
duction of sugar beets for sugar in Ari-
zona. This interest developed because of
the unsettled Cuban situation. Arizona
does not now produce sugar beets for
sugar. However, nearly two-thirds of the
nation's sugar beet seed is produced in
Arizona.

Sugar beets were grown in Arizona
many years ago. A sugar beet factory was
built in the Salt River Valley in 1905
and operated there for seven or eight
years. The failure of the sugar beet in-
dustry at that time was due to four main
factors: (1) spring-planted, not fall-plant-
ed sugar beets were grown; (2) the beets
were low in sugar content; (3) the water
supply was unstable; and (4) curly top

was severe. These difficulties have been
largely corrected since that time.

Sugar beets represent a profitable al-
ternative to cotton under Arizona condi-
tions. Under present cost-price conditions,
it is estimated that net returns per acre
from growing sugar beets would be about
two-thirds as much as those from cotton.
The net returns would be substantially
above those possible from crops such as
barley, grain sorghum, or alfalfa.

Assuming that prices of sugar beets
remain near 1959-60 levels, there appears
to be sufficient evidence to justify the
conclusion that if sugar beet acreage re-
strictions were permanently removed, and
if cotton acreage allotments remained in
force, Arizona would, in time, become an
important sugar-producing state.

Vegetables and Melons

During the year 1959-60, Arizona's
vegetable industry shipped 50,200 cars of
vegetables, melons, and grapes. Of this
total lettuce accounted for 32,223 cars,
cantaloup 7,926 cars, potatoes 3,789,
watermelons 1,279, carrots 881, onions
687, celery 500, and cabbage 497. Thirty-
four different produce items were shipped
in commercial quantities during the year.

The vegetable district picture is settling
down following rapid development of

new acreage at Aguila and Willcox. Both
of these areas have become established as
important vegetable-producing districts,
although the acreage has dropped from
that obtained during the peak of their
development. Renewed interest is being
shown in vegetable production in the Eloy
area, a district which was formerly an im-
portant producing and packing center.

The I960 potato acreage, 9,713 acres,
set a new record for this crop. Queen
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Creek had 4,137 acres, Phoenix 2,787,
Yuma 1,670 and the remainder was scat-
tered throughout Central Arizona.

The lettuce acreage, totaling 57,201
acres, was divided as follows: Salt River
Valley—fall 14,710 acres, spring 16,275,
total 30,985; Yuma—total 10,856; Aguila
—fall 4,230, spring 4,625, total 8,855;
and Willcox—spring 3,210, fall 3,295,
total 6,505. This represents a reduction
of 9,000 acres from the 1958-59 lettuce
acreage.

Table 7. Value of Major Arizona
Vegetables and Melons,
1958-1960.

.Product

Lettuce
Cantaloup
Potatoes
Watermelons
Onions
Carrots
Celery

Value of Production

1959-60 1958-59 | 1957-58

(millions of dollars)
42.4
10.9

6.0
1.3
1.0

.88

.57

35.9
10.2

47.2
10.8

8.0 5.1
1.7 2.0
1.3 1.3
2.1
.53

2.3
1.55

Citrus Fruit

The 1959-60 citrus season resulted in
satisfactory returns for grapefruit and
oranges, but generally unsatisfactory
prices for lemons. Excess supplies of
lemons in relation to market demand was
the principal price-depressing factor.

Acreage of citrus in the Yuma area
was again expanded, there being a total
of nearly 15,000 acres in that area, repre-
senting a gain of over 2,000 acres com-
pared to the year previous. Approximately
47 percent of the Yuma acreage is in
lemons, 33 percent Valencia oranges, 10
percent white grapefruit, 6 percent red
grapefruit, and 4 percent miscellaneous
citrus.

Citrus developers are looking at other
areas, such as the Wellton-Mohawk and
Harquahala Valleys as desirable locations
on the Yuma Mesa are approaching full
development. The Yuma Mesa Fruit
Growers Association has expanded the
capacity of their lemon-orange house by
150 percent to provide facilities for acre-

age which is rapidly coming into bearing,
and other private packinghouses have
moved into the area.

The 1960-61 citrus crop is relatively
small and sizes of fruit are large. How-
ever, the season promises to be attractive
from a price standpoint. The Florida hur-
ricanes severely damaged the citrus crop
in that area and supplies should be gen-
erally short. The early market this year
has been very strong.

As of December 1, the USD A esti-
mated Arizona's 1960-61 citrus crop as
follows:

Arizona Citrus

Oranges
Sweets and

navels
Valencias

Grapefruit
Lemons

1960-61
000 pk.

450
700

2,570
600

1959-60
boxes

560
940

3,220
1,130

1960
a s %

of 1959

80
75
80
53

Beef Cattle

The gross cash income to Arizona beef
cattle producers, including the last two
months of 1959 and the first ten months
of I960, is estimated to be $145.6 million.
When the estimated cost of cattle shipped
into the state, $53.6 million, is subtracted
from the estimated gross cash income, it

leaves a value for the beef produced in
Arizona and sold during this period of
$92 million compared to $97 million a
year earlier.

There was a total of 614,540 head of
cattle and calves shipped out of the state
during the twelve months ending October
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31, I960 as compared to 548,111 for the
year earlier. Shipments into the state for
the 12-month period ending July 1, I960
totaled 465,701 head of cattle and calves.
A total of 452,626 head were shipped
into the state during the 12 months, in-
cluding July 1, 1959.

The slaughter of cattle and calves for
the 12 months ending November 1, I960
increased over that of a year earlier. A
total of 170,300 head were slaughtered as
compared to 155,400 head during the 12
months ending November 1, 1959.

The reduction in cash income from
beef cattle during I960 as compared to
1959 was due to a drop in the price of
both stocker and feeder and fat cattle.
The price during the fall of I960 of
stocker and feeder calves declined ap-
proximately 4 to 5 cents as compared to
the fall of 1959. Fat cattle prices declined
about one and a half cents a pound dur-
ing I960 as compared to 1959-

More cattle were fed in Arizona dur-
ing I960 than in 1959. Four hundred and
fifty-seven thousand head of cattle and
calves were marketed out of Arizona feed-
lots during the 12 months ending No-
vember 1, I960 as compared to 410,000
head a year earlier.

It is estimated that the value of the
gain put on in the Arizona feedlots dur-
ing I960 was $40.7 million. The I960
calf crop is estimated to be 373,000 head.

Allowing for approximately two percent
death loss, the value of the I960 calf
crop is approximately $29.7 million. The
value of the other cattle produced on Ari-
zona ranges and pastures during I960 is
about $21.3 million.

Range cattle operations in Arizona were
hindered by drought in I960, but only
the Arizona Strip was declared as a
drought disaster area. Range cattlemen
continue to evidence more interest in
marketing. The development of cattle list-
ing services received more attention in
I960, with services operating in Mohave,
Graham, Cochise, Coconino, Apache, Na-
vajo, and Yavapai counties.

No final action was taken on the dual-
grading proposal for beef. This revision
of the grading system would divide each
grade into ten subgrades based on car-
cass cutability.

A change which may prove of vital im-
portance to the beef industry was the
development of an injection system of
carcass tenderization, prior to killing,
which tenderizes the entire carcass. De-
veloped by Swift and Company under the
name "ProTen", this tenderization pro-
cess is now coming into commercial use.

Livestock production and slaughter in
I96I should show modest gains over
I960. A sizeable increase in cattle and calf
slaughter seems assured, although slaugh-
ter will probably not be large enough to
halt the upward trend in numbers.

Sheep and Wool

The number of sheep and lambs in
Arizona is gradually increasing. On Jan-
uary 1, I960, there were 484,000 head
compared to 462,000 in 1959, and an
average of 446,000 during the ten years
1949-1958.

The I960 Arizona lamb crop is estimat-
ed at 293,000 head compared to 279,000
in 1959 and an average of 262,000 during
1949-1958. The crop averaged 84 lambs
saved per 100 ewes.

Income from sheep and lambs in I960
was $5,600,000 compared to $5,000,000
in 1959. Prices of lambs were fully
steady with the year earlier and wool
prices were slightly higher.

A revision in lamb grades instituted
during I960 lowers the minimum re-
quirements for the Prime and Choice
grades. The old standards were criticized
for requiring too much waste fat.
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Dairy

All things considered, I960 was a rela-
tively good year for Arizona dairymen.
Total cash receipts from dairying in the
state during I960 are estimated at $28.5
million. Of this amount $25.7 million
came from the sale of milk and milk pro-
ducts and $2.8 million was received from
sale of dairy animals.

Dairymen of Arizona marketed 4,291,-
000 hundredweight of milk in I960 as
compared to 4,530,000 hundredweight in
19*59. This represents a slight decrease
of 5.5 percent over the record 1959 pro-
duction. Class I sales, however, continued
to exceed one million pounds per day.

This relative stability in production,
coupled with increased demand, resulted
in increased prices for producer milk and
a lower percentage in Class II utilization.
The I960 blend price for 3.8 percent
milk was $5.46 per hundredweight com-
pared with $5.33 per hundredweight in
1959. Class II utilization was 18.81 per-
cent, which is a more manageable amount
than has existed in recent years.

During the past ten years significant
changes have taken place within the pro-
duction organization of Arizona dairying.
Table 8 indicates some aspects of these
changes.

Table 8. Comparison of Production
Indicators in the Arizona
Dairy Industry, 1950 and
I9601

1950 1960

Average yearly milk
per herd (lbs.)

Average daily milk
per herd (lbs.)

Average yearly butterfat
per herd (lbs.)

Average daily butterfat
per herd (lbs.)

Average number of
cows per herd

Average milk
per cow (lbs.)

Average butterfat
per cow (lbs.)

528,440 1,314,300

1,450 3,590

16,800 48,777

46

58.1

133

121.6

9,100 10,810

348 401

The suspension of the base-setting pro-
gram during the year brought about
changes in dairy activity in Arizona. Ad-
vantages accruing to dairymen because of
this suspension result in getting away
from (1) high costs of cows during hot
summer months (the base-setting period),
(2) high mortality of herds, (3) low pro-
duction per cow when freshened during
hot weather, and (4) flooding the market
and other economic problems.

Two production problems of unusual
note arose during I960 to give dairy
producers some serious moments. Ropy
milk, produced by a bacteria found in
many areas of the dairy operation, caused
considerable quantities to milk to be de-
stroyed before the condition was brought
under control.1 The other problem was
the discovery of chemical residues in
milk.2 Both of these problems are highly
involved with modern processes of milk
production and will need continued re-
search by trained personnel.

The Department of Agricultural Eco-
nomics of the University of Arizona
issued Tech. Bui. 141, "Arizona Milk Pro-
duction Costs," in June I960. Conclu-
sions of this bulletin have been widely
disseminated in Arizona. Those wishing
copies may write to the Department.

The Arizona dairy industry is moving
rapidly toward large-scale, commercial
dairy operations. As costs rise and com-
petition increases, the possibility of re-
ducing costs through increasing scale of
operations becomes increasingly import-
ant. A study now underway m the De-
partment of Agricultural Economics, Uni-
versity of Arizona, provides some in-
formation on the savings which result as
herd size is increased. Table 9 shows the
cost of production per hundredweight of
milk for dairies of varying size in Ari-

1 Information pertains to producers with Dairy
Herd Improvement Association records.

l, J. W. and W. R. Van Sant, Ropy Milk,
Ariz. Agr. Ext. Serv. Spec. Kept. No. 5.

^Stull, J. W., W. R. Van Sant, J. M. Witt,
and J. N. Roney, Antibiotics, Pesticides and
Related Materials in Milk, Ariz. Agr. Ext.
Serv. Spec. Rpt. No. 6.
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