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Arizona Agricultural Income Declines in 1963 
Gross value of crops and livestock pro

duced on Arizona's farms and ranches 
dllnng 1963 totaled $581.9 million. This 
was below the record $588.3 million of 
1962, but sttll was substantially above the 
average for the previous ten years. De
creases in conon producdon and declines 
In cattle prices wete the major factors 
responsIble for the lower income. 

Data for 1963 income with comparisons 
are shown in Table 1 below. This gross 
value figure includes some double CQunt
iog as in the case of hay and feed. grains 
which are produced and fed in Arizona. 
Also, all livestock figures include a value 
for some animals sold both off ranch and 

off feed, and a value of animals shipped in 
from out of state. 

Minor adjusunems have been made in 
some of the 1962 value .figures due to 
changes which were made in the :final esti
mates of receipts published after the release 
of ARIZONA AGRICULTURE last year. In 
acCDrdance WIth this policy, 1963 figures 
ate marked "preliminary." This will per
mit small statistical adjustments and will 
conform with other statistical reporting in 
the state. 

Cotton receipts were $160.2 million 
compared to $172 3 million - a reduction 
of $12.1 million 10 1963. This was due 
both to acreage and yield decreases in 
upland cotton and decreases in yield of 

Table 1. Gross Value of Crops and Livestock Produced in Arizona. 

COMMODITY 

Cotton lint and coHon5eed 
CaHle and calves 
Vegetable crops' 
Dairy Prodll<;ts 
Feed grain. 
H.y 
Sheep, lambs and wool 
Citrus frllit and grapes 
POllltry lind eggs 
Seed crops 
Miscellaneous crop" 
Miscellaneous livestock and livestock prod lids 
Federal government payments,] 

160.2 
174.8 
86.2 
26A 
25.8 
32.6 
5.' 

18.6 
7A 
5.' ... 
'.5 
4.4 

1962 I
TO-YEAR 

AVERAGE 
1952·61 

(millions of dollars) 
172.3b 162.6 
184.5 126.4 
81.3" 62.1 
25.7 21.2 
21.4 18.1 
28.9" 18.4 

S.7b 5.' 
12.9" ••• 7.5 5.4 .. 4.' 
16.7 10.7 , .• '.4 
5.' 3.5 

Total Gr0$5 Vallie of Agricllltural Prodllclion 
Forest produds 

564.7 
17.2 

571.7 448.1 
16.2 

Total V.llle Agr;clllt" ... and Forestry 

'Preliminary. The Arizona Crop and Llvaslook Report. 
Ing Service as .. stad In colleCTmg th .. InformatIon. 

I, RavLsed from 1962. 
, Yeor ended Augu,t 31. 

581.9 588.3 

.1 Includes Agricultural Conservation Payments 
$1,544,000, Feed GroIn Progr.m. $2,277,000' Wool 
Payments $434,000, Former Gram Storage $74,0001 
Conoerv.t,on Re.erv" $32,000. 
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American-Egyptian. Acreage of American
Egyptian conon was increased f~om 40,500 
acres in 1962 to 61,700 acres 1Il 1963. 

The $9.7 million reduction in income 
from cattle and calves was because of 
lower prices, especially for fat cattle. 

Considerable increases in value were 
made in citrus and grapes, feed grains, hay 
and vegetables in that order. Dairy prod-

Agricultural Prices 
Prices for most Arizona agricultural 

crops were up during the 1963 crop year 
with the exception of winter and spring 
lettuce. Prices received for livestock and 
livestock productS, with the exception of 
wool, showed decreases from the average 
prices recorded in 1962. 

The greatest price increase occurred in 
alfalfa hay with prices up approximately 
$450 per ton over 1962 and $4.80 petton 
above the lO-year average. Small increases 
were noted in grain sorghum, barley and 
upland cotton. Wool prices averaged 42.0 

uCts, sheep and wool and forestry products 
registered small gains. 

Government payments decreased from 
$5.9 million in 1962 to $4.4 million in 
1963. In addition to the above payments, 
Arizona fanners received approximately 
$23 million from forfeiture of 150,766 
bales of cotton to the Commodity Credit 
Corporation prior to August 1, 1963. 

cents per pound-up 3.0 cents from 1962 
(see Table 2 for price comparisons>. 

Notable price declines occurred for 
choice feeder steers with average prices 
down approximately $2.55 per hundred· 
weight from last year. Lower prices also 
were registered for milk and eggs during 
1963. 

Winter and spring lettuce prices were 
down from the previous year. Fall lettuce 
prices were up, however - to $2.44 per 
carton - as compared to $1.97 per cafton 
during the fall of 1962. 

Table 2. Prices Received by Growers for Major Arixona Agricultural Products, 
1963, 1962, and 1953·62 Average. 

COMMODITY 

Up!.nd coHon 
Alf .. lf .. hiIYb 

Barl"yb 
G.ain SOl"tlhumb 
Choi." slaughter ate ... • 
Chok" y.a.lilll f ... d". shI"r." 
Choice f""d". IIee, cllvu' 
Milk" 
EI9S' 
Wool" 
l"nuceb 

Wi",.r 
Early Ipling 
Fall 

• Average price to Daeemb<or 1. 
"Crop ye., ." .... "8" price. 
, Twelve·month av .. rlge price. 
d Tw .. lv~mon,"" weight"'" averlge price. 

UNIT 

pound 
~, .... ,M. 
,M. .... 
,M. .... 
dozen 
pound 

carton 
urton .... , 

'063 1'62 
PRICE PRICE 

Dollilln Dollars Dolliln' 
.323' .3133" .". 

30.70 26.20 25.90 
2.60 2.54 2.33 
2.21 2.07 2.21 

23.80 26.35 24.1' 
23.64 24.53 21.99 
26.02 26.95 23.23 

5.05 5.11 5.31 
.368 ... .... 
A20 ... .., 

... 7 2.10 1.77 
2.00 2 ... 1.16 
2." I." 2.03 

SIWrce, Ar,:tO~. Crep en~ Livestock RlpOllinll Service. 
SI"tT.I,cel Repertinll Ser"ice, USOA. Ph .... nlx, 
and l.J" •• tod< ~I"n.d Quolltion., Allricul· 
tur,,1 Mlrkellnll Service, LTves/Od(. Olv;oion 
USDA, pnoen;K. ' 
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Water 
During the 1962 water year (spring, 

1962-spring, 1963), total water use in 
Arizona was 7.34 million acre-feet, about 
a third of a million acre-feet more than 
in 1961 but about the same that had been 
used in 1959 and 1960. Surface Bow diver
sions were up by more than a half million 
acre-feet to 2.84 million, of which about 
750,000 acre-feet returned to the Colorado 
River or diverted across the international 
boundary to Mexico. Pumped water vol
ume was down 200,000 acre-feet to 45 
million. In direct contrast to 1961, surface 
diversions in 1962 were higher, resulting 
in a saving of ground-water supplies, al
though total use was increased by 340,000 
acre-feer. 

Total pumpage of ground water coo
daues at the relatively stable rate that has 
prevailed since 1953 - about 4.5 million 
acre-feee. As heretofore, about 2.0 million 
acre"feet of this pumpage occurred in the 
Snit River Valley, about 1.05 million in the 
lower Santa Cruz, and the balance - about 
1.45 million acre-feet- in the rest of the 
state. 

Surface water diversions were divided 
between the Colorado River (1.7 million 
acre-feet) and the Gila River system (1.17 
million acre-feet). The return flow-inter
national diversions amounting to 750,000 
acre-feet occurred in the Colorado River 
drainage and resulted in a "net usage" of 
950,000 acre-feet of surface flow in that 
drainage. 

The increase of a half million acre-feet 
of surface diversions over 1961 was made 
possible by the increased flows in the prin
ci pal streams. In all streams, except the 
Colorado and Little Colorado Rivets, flows 
totaled 1,497POO acre-feet in 1962 com
pared to 486,480 acre-feet in 1961. The 
total non-Colorado flow was 163.3 percent 
of the 30-year median flow of these streams 
compared to the 45 percent flow of the 
preceding year. The Colorado River flow 
was 135 percent of the median flow. 

These exceptional fiows made possible 
increased surface diversions and an in
creased total water use in <the srate, and 

was responsible for a somewhat reduced 
use of ground water_ 

The excess of ground water withdrawals 
over recharge continued at about the same 
rate as in previous years, resulting in a 
continuing decline in ground-water levels 
in all important ground-water areas. De
clines in the level of ground water in the 
Salt River Valley and in the lower Santa 
Cruz basin (Pinal County) during the 
1962 water year ranged from 2.8 feet in 
the Tempe-Mesa-Chandler area to 10.6 
feet in the Litchfield-Beardsley-Marinette 
area of the Salt River Valley; and from 3.3 
feet in the Casa Grande-Florence area to 
5.4 feet in the Stanfield-Maricopa area of 
the lower Santa Cruz basin. 

On the average, the decline was about 
6.2 feet in the Salt River Valley and about 
4.5 feet in the lower Santa Cruz basin 
(Pinal County). Charts showing the cumu
lative net (annual) declines by areas from 
1940 through 1962 appear in Annual 
Report on Ground Water, Spring 1962 to 
Spring 1963 cited below. 

Depths to ground water ranged from 
20-30 feet in areas close to stream channels 
or irrigation canals to as much as 500 feet 
in the western part of the Stanfield-Mari
copa area in the lower Santa Cruz basin. 
Depths of 200-300 feet are general 
throughout the ground-water areas.1 

Usable stored water in Arizona. (except
ing Colorado River storage) at the end 
of the 1963 crop year was down about 
188,000 acre-feet from the year before. 
About 40 percent of the increased use of 
surface water during 1963 was at the 
expense of reservoir-stored water. 

Thus, in spite of heavy runoff flows dur
ing the 1963 year, reservoir storage was 
depleted. The storage level is now about 

'All fot990lnQ d~t~ are token direo;tly fl' computed 
from d.t. gl"''''' In 'he Anll .. ol RelOort on 0 ..... .,., 
W.t« In Arl~ou, Spring 1962 ,0 Spring 1963, by 
N.'alie D. While, R. S. SllJllk, ~. K. Mor.e, Of ."1.. 
Arizona St.", land Dep~rtment ,nd me Gecloglca' 
Survey, U. S. Deportment of th' In""ior, coopen,lng. 
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Usable Stored Water 

RESERVOlR 
DEC. 31, DEC. 31, LONG.TIME 

"., 1962 AVERAGE 

(ac ..... feet) 

San C~rlo. (Gila River) 59,720 53,220 102,900 (34 yrs.) 
Combined storage, S.1t & Verde Rivers 796,800 991,600 616,100 (S3 yrs.) 

Total no ... C"I"rad" N5arvo'"rs 856,520 1,044,820 719,000 
Lake. Mead & Mohave 17,563,000 24,689,000 18,670,000 (28 yn.) 

140,000 acre-feet more than was in these 
reservoirs on the average since their con
struction. 

On the Colorado River, reservoir storage 
decreased 7Y4 million acre-feet to a vol
ume of storage about one million acre-feet 
less than that in storage on the average 
over the past 28 years. 

These conditions pertaining to reser
voir storage take on increasing significance 
in the light of the January 15 conditions 
of water accumulation on the watersheds. 
The 1964 water supply outlook is gen
erally fair to poor. Snow cover is the low
est in the 26 years of snow measurements. 

This means that, if the year 1964 con
tinues dry and if the volume of water use 
and especially the volume of surface Water 
diversion continues at the higher levels of 
1963, reservoir levels will be reduced still 
further, possibly to dangerously low levels.2 

During 1961 and 1962, plans for the 
Cenrral Arizona Project were revised and 
brought up to date by the Bureau of Rec
lamation. This was done to meet the vastly 
changed circumstances of 1963 compared 
to those of the immediate postwar years 
when the CAP was previously considered 
by the Congress. 

Immediately upon the ruling by the 
Supreme Court in June, 1963, concerning 
division of lower Colorado River flows, 

'Oat_ relative to r~noff, atorage, .nd mol,,,,,. outlook 
are taken from Waler Supply Obllook a .. d Fad ... I. 
SlUG_Private Cooperativ. SnCtW Sbrveys for Ari,..,na 
a. of January lS 1964, Soil Con.ervatlon Servlce 
USDA, Sail RLV&r Volley Water U.e .. Auccl.tlon, and 
A,,%on. Agricultural hperimenl Slol.on, cooper'ling. 

the modernized plans fot the Project were 
introduced into both Houses of the Con
gress by the entire Arizona delegation as 
Senate Bill 1658, 88th Congress, with 
request for approval and authorization for 
appropriation to initiate detailed planning. 
Hearings have been held in the Senate and 
are expected in the House early in 1964. 
The Senate Hearings, amounting to 270 
pages including a Petition for Rehearing, 
have been published and are availabl~ 
from the U. S. Government Printing 
Office, Washington, D. C. 

The updated plans for the project pro
vide for a delivered supply of 1,020,000 
acre-feet of water in central Arizona from 
a diversion of 1,200,000 acre-feet. Esti. 
mated construction COSt of goverrunent
constructed project faCilities amount to 
$971,329000, plus water-user investment 
of $100000 000 in augmented distribu
tion systems. 

The ratio of benefits to COSts on a 100-
yeat amortization period is calculated to 
be 2.5 to 1. If only direct benefits are used, 
the ratio is found to be 1.4 of benefits to 1 
of costs. 

It is important for Arizonans to keep 
dearly in mind that the Central Arizona 
Project will not resolve but will only amel
iorate Arizona's serious water problem. 
Overdraft on water supplies is now vari
ously estimated to be between 2,200,000 
and 3,000,000 acre-feet annually. 

It is evident that the ProjeCt as planned 
will eliminate only 35 to 45 percent of the 
current overdraft. The evil day of ground-
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water exhaustion will not be eliminated, 
only delayed. 

In August, 1963, the Secretary of the 
Interior announced his proposed Pacific 
Southwest Water Plan as a "comprehen
sive water and related resource develop
ment plan for the Lower Colorado River 
Basin and adjacent area ... to meet present 
requirements under reduced ground-water 
overdrafts, plus future municipal and in
dustrial requirements of the Pacific South
west region until about the year 1990." 
To Arizonans, the prorosal is of supreme 
importance because 0 its recognition of 
Arizona's continuing water problem even 
aftef the Central Arizona Project is an 
accoJ\"lplished fact. 

Irrigation Map 
The Deparunents of Agriculrural Eco

nomics and Agricultural Engineering, Uni
versity of Arizona, with the cooperation 
of the Bureau of Reclamation, U. S. De
partment of Interior, have completed a 
survey of all irrigated lands in the state. 
Data on irrigated land by counties were 
shown in ARIZONA AGRICULTIJRE 1963. 

For that srudy, irrigated land was ddined 
as follows: (1) that land subject to the 
application of water by some means of 
control as to the application and timing of 
such water applications, and (2) includ· 
ing allIand meeting the above conditions 

Farm Programs 
Federal government agricultural pro

grams directly affected products on abOUt 
two-thirds of Arizona's crop lands. They 
also affected sheep, dairy cattle, and in 
drought areas, some range cattle. 

Arizona's 1964 short staple cotton allot
ment of 331,700 acres is about the same 

The Pacific Southwest Water Plan was 
submitted in August, 1963, in accordance 
with law, to the Governors of Arizona, 
California, New Mexico, Nevada, Utah, 
Colorado and Wyoming for their "com
ments and recommendations" within a 
9O-day limit. The Secretary is committed 
to present the plan to Congress early in 
1964. 

The Central Arizona Project and the 
Pacific Southwest Water Plan are integral 
parts one with the other. The Central 
Arizona Project is a component of the 
larger Plan, and the Plan is essential to 
the full tealization and authorization of 
the Project. The year 1964 well may be 
the critical yeat in Arizona's water supply 
future. 

which were observed on ASCS aerial 
photos of 1957 or later. Areas developed 
since photos were taken were also included 
in direct observation and consultation 
with informed people. 

Two irrigation maps of the state have 
now been published -one in detail of 
specific areas (Folder 101) and one over
all map (Folder 100) -which are avail· 
able for distribution. The.re may be 
obtained from your local County Agricul
tural Agent or from the A~cultUf'al 
Extension Seroice, University of Arizona, 
Tucson. (See coupon, page 27.) 

as for 1963. The long staple allotment 
was reduced by about twenty-five percent; 
or from 63,700 to 48,300. 

Under the 1963 Feed Grains Program, 
Arizona farmers who complied with the 
provisions of the program were eligible 
to receive payments for acres divened 



from the production of corn and sorghum 
grain and to receive support prices for 
other designated feed grains grown by 
them. Those farmers not participating in 
the program were not eligible for "diver
sion" payments or price support for their 
feed grains. 

Another federal farm program of im
portance to Arizona is the Federal Market 
Milk Order, which includes approximately 
97 percent of the milk produced in the 
state. Through this Order the farm price 
of milk is established on a formula basis, 
and all receivers of milk pay a uniform 
price. This program has been helpful in 
stabilizing the Arizona dairy industry. 

In addition to the above government 
programs for stabilizing farm prices and 
income, Arizona farmers and ranchers 
participated in the Agricultural Conserva
tion Reserve feature of the Soil Bank and 
in the Agricultural Conservation Program. 

In the spring of 1963, Arizona wheat 
growers, along with other wheat growers, 
voted against marketing qUOtas and "sup
ply control" for wheat~so only allot
ments and fifty percent of parity support 
prices are in effect in 1964 for wheat. 

The land use adjustment provisions of 
the Food and AgricuIrural Act of 1962 are 
expected to have some implications for 
Arizona in the next few years. These pro
visions would facilitate shifts in use of 
land from crops to grass, forests, wildlife, 

Resource Development 
In four counties (Mohave, Coconino, 

Navajo, and Apache), citizens have organ
ized development councils with the aim 
of developing resources in their areas. The 
members of these councils have contrib
uted much time and effOrt. These organi
zations have stressed inventorying and 
analyzing their resources and are now 
developing action programs based upon 
the analyses. 

The Mohave Development Council has 
developed an over·all plan, StUdied their 
water situation, and completed a StuVey 
of irs human resources. Among other 

and recreation. They would also facilitate 
an expanded program of rural renewal 
and conservation-development projects to 
be carried am by local groups and agencies 
under the provisions of the Rural Areas 
Development Program. 

Estimated Government 
Received by Arizona 

in 1963a 

Agricultural Conservation Program 
Feed Grain Program 
Conservation Reserve Program 
Farmer Grain Sto.age Program 
Wool Program 

Total 

Payments 
Farmers 

$1,544,000 
2,277,000 

32,000 
74,000 

43<,000 

$4,361,000 

'E""'"ate. by the State Office of the Agrlcultu •• 1 
S'ob,I,zalOon ond Conse",allon ServICe. 

In addition to the above programs, 
under the Emergency Livestock Feed Pro
gram about 1,800 tons of CCC-owned 
grain sorghum were sold to drought
stricken ranchers at prices somewhat below 
market prices. 

It is also estimated, on the basis of the 
number of bales of COtton forfeited to 
CCC on August 1, 1963 050,766), that 
farmers will receive about $23 million or 
more from forfeiture of abouc the same 
number of bales of the 1963 crop (valued 
at $I 50 per bale). 

in Arizona 
things, irs Council is now working on: 
(1) water and sewer systems for irs major 
towns, (2) analyzing the results of its 
human resource survey, (3) obtaining an 
analysis of all its economic resources, and 
(4) developing an organization of local 
people to analyze and make the fullest use 
of the area's water resources. 

The Coconino strip organization has 
carried Our housing, water, and business 
developments this year. During 1964 this 
organization plans to: (1) work on a 
water and sewer system for Fredonia, (2) 
continue their house-building project, and 
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(3) improve business establishments in 
the area. 

During 1963 the Navajo Development 
Council developed an over-all plan of 
action, surveyed its need for a mill to use 
waste lumber and completed a survey and 
analysis of business in the southeast part 
of the county. In 1964 the Council will 
stress an analysis of its water resources 
and an organization to make full use of 
such resources. Also it will attempt to 
secure the mill which will use much of its 

Agricultural Credit 
Farmers and ranchers in Arizona used 

more credit in 1963 than in 1962, and 
mote than in any other year. Preliminary 
figures for the amount of credit outstand
ing January I, 1964, given in Table 3, 
indicate non-real-estate institutional loans 
outstanding in the state were up $40 mil
lion, or 27 percent, from a yeat earlier. 

waste lumber. The analysis of its human 
resources will also be completed. 

The Apache County organization has 
completed several feasibility studies and 
has surveyed its water resources. During 
1964 the Council plans to develop an 
over-all plan, finish its study on human 
resources, complete a soody on water ex
change COSt and feasibility and endeavor 
to improve employment and income in 
the county. 

Data for all real-estate loans outstanding 
January 1, 1964, are not available at the 
time this is wrirren but information at 
hand indicates the volume also was sub
stantially higher than at the beginning of 
1963. While the volume of credit o-ut
standing has been increasing for a number 
of years, the -increase in the vo-lume out-

Table 3. Farm and Raneh Loans in Arizlaora., by Lender Groups. 

oumANDING .r.-.t.4JlX 1 % OF 1960 LENDER 
PERCENT 

1964 
LENDER GROUP 

1960 1 19G l 1964' 1963 I 1964 

Non_Real_hlat<l Loans 

Comm<lrcial a..nks" 98.1 129.8 '63.0 13' '" .. 
Production Cred:t A$50ci~tlon '.4 ". t5.5 13. ". • 
Other Financing Institution$· 73 '.1 S.l '" 71 , 
Famt .... Hom. Administration 1.4 .. U 107 " 1 

Total 115.1 145.7 184.9 127 161 100 
LENDER 

PERCENT 
Refll-Ellate Loans 1963 

'ndividu,," and Othe ... ..., 61.4 ./. 10' « 
Insurance Companies "'.S 55.1 62.4 127 115 " Commercial 8anks 4.1 3.1 4.1 " 100 , 
F<ideral Land Bank 16.3 18.8 20.3 ". 125 13 
F • ...".,.., Hom. Admini$tration I.. 2.1 ,., ". m , 

Total 126.1 140.5 ./. m 100 

: :~~\~~~artBn. 
SQurte, Dat. tor 1960 ond 1963 .re t",,,,, USDA. Esti_ 

guaranteed b, CQmmodity Credit mateo for 1964 are b •• ed upon daTa obT~ined 
Corp""~Tion. from lenders; nJ~ mdiqt ... dala w",. .. not 

, DISCOunTing with .. , Federal Intermed,Me Credit .v.tf~bl .. 0' The lime The 'ohle was prepared. 
e..nk 
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standing January 1, 1964, apparently was 
accentuated by cattle feeding losses in 
1963, and by prospects for a reduCtion in 
federal income taxes in 1964 which caused 
some farmers to postpone sales. 

Year-end figures do not fully reflect the 
total volume of non-real-estate credit used 
by farmers and ranchers since many loans 
are made and repaid within the year. Lim
ited data available indicate the volume of 
non-real·estate loans made during the year 
may be twO to three times the volume 
outstanding at the eod of the year. In the 
case of cottOn loans, the peak volume out
standing during the year may be five or 
six times the year-end balance. 

Interest rates charged on agricultural 
loans were reported to be about the same 
at the beginning of 1964 as a year earlier. 
Loan funds promise to be adequate to 
meet demands for sound agriaUturalloans. 

The amount of loan delinquency at the 
end of 1963 continued to be small
about the same as a year earlier according 
to lender reportS. Cattle feeding losses ate 
into equity capital and caused a larger 
year-end carryover or renewal volume in 
some cases. 

Some farmers and ranchers in Arizona 
may be in a marginal position in terms of 
use of credit. However, aggregate data 
available indicate that agricultural pro
ducers of the state as a group are in a very 
strong financial position. 

The value of land and buildings, as 
reported by the U. S. Department of Agri
culture, totaled $2,270 million in 1963-
16 times the real-estate debt. Data on non
real estate assets is limited and fragmen_ 
tary but indications are that their value 
may be roughly four times the non-real_ 
estate debt held by instirutionallenders. 

Another big plus factor is the level of 
income. Annual net income per farm and 
ranch in Arizona averaged $17,475 for 
the .five-year period 1958-62, according to 
estimates published by the U. S. Depart
ment of Agriculture. 

Whlle this level of income is not unduly 
high considering the large investment and 

equity capital position of Arizona farms 
and ranches, it is relatively high in com
parison with the U. S. average of $3,196, 
and with the average for two leading agri
cultural states: California with a net 
income of $9,127, and Iowa with a net 
income of $4,256 per farm. 

The relatively high net income per farm 
and ranch in Arizona provides a strong 
base for use of credit. In the first place, 
it indicates farms and ranches are large 
enough to produce economically and to 
make profitable use of credit. 

Second, the relatively high net income 
provides repaymenr capacity over and 
above income needed for family living, 
to meet substantial loan payments, that 
is to build equity capital. 

Third, the level of income has a strong 
bearing on ability to asswne risk and the 
level of income in Arizona is adequate to 
provide farmers and ranchers considerable 
risk-beating ability. 

The significance of these relationships 
become more meaningful when considered 
in terms of a lower level of income per 
farm such as the average for the U. S. 
When family living is deducted from the 
net farm income of $3,196, probably not 
much remains to build equity in the farm 
business; i.e., to meet those portions of 
loan paymentS on working and fixed assets 
which must come from net income. More
over, the level of income does not provide 
much margin over living COSts to meet 
unforeseen risks. 

In other words, if a major loss is encoun
tered, the farmer with a small margin 
over living requirements needs years to 
rebuild his capital position, whereas the 
farmer with a substantial income can 
repair damage to his capital structure in a 
relatively short period of time. 

Ir appears, therefore, that both the 
equity and the income positions of Ari· 
zona farmers and ranchers as a group were 
very strong in 1963. Lenders and farmers 
and ranchers can cooperate effectively 
under such circumstances in development 
of plans for profitable use of credit. 

-10-



Cotton 
Gross income from the 1963 Arizona 

cotton crop declined nearly 7 percent from 
the previous year despite a 3 percent in
crease in price. The 1962 income was 
$172,293,000 and the 1963 income is 
expected to be $160,161,000. The reduced 
income resulted from a 4 percent cut in 
total allotted acres and a nearly 6 percent 
decline in average yields per acre har
vested. 

The proportionate cut in allotted acres 
resulting from the reduction to the legal 
minimum national upland cotton allot
ment of 16,000,000 acres resulted in a 
10 percent drop in planted acres of Ari
zona upland COttOD in 1963. Somewhat 
less favorable weather during most of the 
growing season caused a slight decline in 
yields from the previous year (Table 4). 
The declines in both harvested acres and 
yields brought a decline in Arizona's total 
upland COttOn crop to 773,000 bales from 
885,000 bales for the 1962 crop. 

Arizona's upland cotton moved easily 
into commercial channels with particu
la.rly high premiums over government 
loan value being paid for grassy and 

spotted cotton. The 1964 upland cotton 
allotment is essentially unchanged from 
1963. 

An increased allotment of American
Egyptian cottOn allowed an increase of 
51.6 percent in planted acres. Unfavorable 
weather, boll rot and pink bollworm infes
tations in eastern Arizona were influential 
factors in a 16 percent decline in yields 
per harvested acre. Though yields de
clined, increased acres brought a net 25 
percent increase in Arizona's American
Egyptian cotton crop over the 1962 crop. 

Increased carry-over from the preced
ing season, combined with the increased 
acreage of American-Egyptian cotton, 
caused a relatively small portion of the 
1963 Arizo-na crGP to move into commer
cial markets. Arizona's 1964 allotment has 
been set at 48,342 acres which represent a 
24 percent reduction from the 1963 allot
ment, but it is the second largest allotment 
on record. 

Estimated per acre COStS and returns 
(Table 10) have been substantially re
vised this year to bring them in line with 

Table 4. Arizona Cotton Production, 1963. 

ITEM 
1963 EST. 

Production 
All cotton 845,000 
Upland 773,000 
Ame.i",n-Egyptian 72,000 

Per acre yields 
All cotton ' .... 
Upland 1,141 
Ame.k;tn-Egyptiiln 560 

................. 
Acreage 

All cotton 387,000 
Upland 325,300 
Amerio::an-Egyptian 61,700 

Sour~e, Cott<W'l It""ort-D""ember 1, 1963, Arilone 
Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, USDA, 

I 
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1962 1957-61 1963 EST. 

........... bale. 

942,000 n8,000 15,548,000 
885,100 743,700 15,392,100 

56,900 34,100 155,900 

pounds 

1,112 .... 52. 
1,162 1,001 52' 

'" , .. '" 
............ acras 

405,000 386,000 14,230,000 
364,100 356,200 14,090,200 

40,900 29,800 139,800 

StatiSlical RepOrT1ng Serv1ce, Phoenix, Dec. 10, 
1963. 



conditlOns that have been changing over 
the last several years. The widespread use 
of scrapping machines is reflected in in
creased costS and returns, and yield has 

Hay 
Hay prices in Arizona in 1963 averaged 

$30_50 per ton, or approximately $4.40 
per ton above the 1962 level. Yields in
creased slightly but not enough to offset 
the continued decrease in acreage; there
fore, the hay crop was smaller than in 
1962. 

Hay acreage in 1963 was 232,000 acres, 
a decrease of 10 percent from 1962. Aver
age yield per acre was 4.61 tons per acre. 
Total hay production was 1,070,000 tons 
in 1963, down 4 percent from 1962. 
Alfalfa hay accounts for 92 percent of the 
total hay production while grain hay 
makes up 6 percent and aU other hay 2 
percent_ 

Prices for alfalfa hay in the Salt River 
Valley were high in 1963 and did not fol
low the usual seasonal pattern. During 
January, February, and March prices of 
No. 2 green old crop alfalfa varied from 
$37 to $40 per ton FOB warehouse. New 
crop alfalfa sold at $30 to $31 baled in 
the field. This price level was maintained 
throughout the summer and until Novem
ber when $32 per ton was reached. 

Hay prices in the Yuma County area 
reached $46 per ton in February and 

Feed Grains 
Acreage, yield, production, and prices 

of feed grains in Arizona were higher in 
1963 than in 1962_ Arizona produced 232 
thousand tons of barley and 193 thousand 
tons of grain sorghum in 1963_ This pro
duction level represents increases of 24 
and 13.5 percent, respectively. 

Barley reached 144 thousand acres, up 
18 percent over 1%2. Grain sorghum 
acreage harvested for grain was 103 thou
sand acres, up slightly from the 1962 level 
of 98 thousand acres. 

been adjusted upward to make it con
sistent with the level of inputs and man
agement implied by the preharvest costs 
listed. 

March. Good quality, new crop hay sold 
for $30 baled in the field during ApriL 
Prices declined to $26.50 during the sum
mer months but recovered steadily to $30 
by November. 

Explanations of the high alfalfa prices 
begin with the general drought througb
out California and the West in the fall of 
1962. This, coupled with freezing weather 
in California during December, 1962, re
sulted in restricted alfalfa supplies. 

Thus, 1963 began with record alfalfa 
prices. High hay price levels were main
rained throughout the year because of dry 
range conditions and record numbers of 
cattle on feed, together with 2~ percent 
lower alfalfa hay production in Arizona. 

ExportS of hay from California portS 
took on new importance in 1962 and 
1963. Alfalfa is shipped in pellet form 
mostly to Japan but even to Europe. Ship
ments reached 179 thousand tons for the 
first 11 months of 1963, an estimated in
crease of up to 30 percent over 1962. 
These shipments represent new demands 
on hay produced in the western United 
States. 

Approximately 29 thousand acres of 
grain sorghum were harvested for silage 
while 6 thousand acres were harvested as 
forage. This compares with 22 thousand 
acres harvested for silage and 9 thousand 
acres harvested for forage in 1962. 

Average yield for barley increased from 
1.56 tons per acre in 1962 to 1.60 tons in 
1963. The record average production per 
acre for barley in Arizona was 1.63 tons 
in 1961. 

Grain sorghums reached a record high 
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average yield of 1.88 tons per acre this 
year. This compares with yields of 1.74 
tons per acre in 1962 and an average of 
1.60 tons per acre for the period from 
1957 to 1961. According to agronomists, 
these high yields are in part the result of 
adopting varieties which allow early har-

Oil Crops 
During 1963 safflower continued to be 

the leading oil seed crop grown in Ari
zona, contributing about four million dol
lars to the value of the state's agrirultural 
production. Around 55 thousand acres 
were harvested with an average yield of 
about 2,300 pounds per acre. The acreage 
was up three thousand from 1962, but 
yields were down neatly 300 pounds per 
acre. Prices received in 1%3 were much 
lower. 

One survey of growers indicated the 
average price received was $72 per ton. 
Some informed persons feel that this esti· 
mate is too high, citing some prices below 
$60 per ton. Also, some safHower seed was 
sold at $60 per ton for cattle feed. 

In Contrast, the 1962 crop sold for an 
average of around $100 per ton. The much 
lower prices received in 1963 were due 
to the large increase in the 1962 safflower 
crop and to strong competition from 
other oils. 

There appears little doubt but that the 
1964 acreage will be down considerably 

Vegetables and Melons 
The Arizona vegetable industry shipped 

a total of 58,239 cars of vegetables and 
melons during the 1962-63 crop year. The 
total value of production was $86.2 mil· 
lion compared to $81.3 million in 1961-
62. Approximately 75 percent of the 

vesting thereby reducing losses due to 
birds, storms, and lodging. 

Barley prices averaged $2.60 per hun· 
dredweight in 1963, six cents higher than 
in 1962. Grain sorghum prices averaged 
$2.21 per hundredweight, fourteen cents 
above 1962. 

even though prospective prices for the 
1964 crop are better than for the 1963 
crop. Increased expons and consumption 
place all oils in a stronger position than a 
year earlier. If the decrease in safllower 
production is large, prices of the 1964 
crop are likely to rise out of proportion to 
prices of other oil seeds. 

Arizona flaxseed production during 
1963 decreased sharply. Around 1,200 
acres were harvested compared to 6,000 
acres in 1962. Yields were 40 bushels per 
acre compared to 35 in 1962. Prices can· 
tinued under pressure due to keen com· 
petition from other oils and plastics in 
the paint industry and from other oil 
seed meals in the feed industry. 

The only other oil seed crop of impor· 
tance grown in the state during 1963 was 
castor beans. There were about 300 acres 
grown. Yields averaged around 1,800 
pounds per acre and the crop sold at a 
guaranteed price of six cents per pound, 
delivered clean at the California mill 

income from vegetables and melons is 
derived from the sale of lertuce and canta
loups (Table 5, page 14). 

The acreage of lettuce increased from 
55,473 acres in 1962 to 56,919- acres in 
1963. Yields were down, however, and 
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toral production was less than the previous 
year (Table 6). Prices also decreased dur
ing me wincer and spring season resulting 
in a decrease of about $1.8 million in 
income to lettuce growers. 

Weather conditions aided cantaloup 
growers in producing one of the most 

Table 5. Value of Major Arizona 
Vegetables and Melons. 

PRODUCT I VALUE OF PRODUCTION 

"" I 1962" 
!AVERAGE 

1957.61 

(Millions of Dollars) 

Lettuce 48.5 50.4 39.2 
Cont.loup" 17.4 12.0 11.8 
Pot.toes ••• ••• Watarmelons 1.6 L' ,., 
Onions '.8 '.1 1.6 
Carrots '.0 '-' '.1 
Celery .1 A .7 
Broccoli •• .7 •• Cabbage Ll L' .7 
Ca"liflowe, •• •• ., 
Misc. vegetables 6.1 3.' 
, Rev,.ed 
, Incl~de. honeydew. 
C Dala not ovadable, hence lotal. ore nol mode fOf 

these yea". 
Sour<:e, Vellelobro, Melon and Cit .... C.op 1962 Sum_ 

m ... y, end Annual Crop Summory, USDA, S'a
'15."al Repo,tlng $el"Vlce, Phoenix, December 
196j. 

profitable crops in the history of the 
industry. Both prices and yields were ex· 
tremely good in 1963 resulting in an 
income of $16.6 million as compared to 
$11.6 million in 1962. 

There were 17,300 acres of cantaloups 
at Yuma compared to 16,000 a year 
earlier. In the Salt River Valley, produc
tion continued to drop with only 500 
acres grown in 1963. Disease problems in 
the Salt River Valley have caused a con
siderable shift of importance in ptoducing 
areas from that area to the Yuma area in 
recent years. 

In addition to cantaloups, Arizona pro
duced 3,976 acres of watermelons, 570 
acres of honeydews and 30 acres of Per
sians. Casabas, Cranshaws, and Santa Oaus 
melons were also produced in limited 
quantities. 

The pOtato acreage, 9,716 acres as com· 
pared to 8,474 acres in 1962, were pro
duced entirely in the central district with 
Phoenix producing \825 acres; Harqua • 
hala, Eloy, Queen Creek, and Mesa pro· 
ducing 5,891 acres. About half of Arizona's 
potato crop is used in the fresh form and 
half for manufacturing purposes. 

In addition to the above vegetables and 
melons, Arizona produced about 35 other 
fresh vegetables for sale in 1963. 

Table 6. Arizona LeHuce Production_ 

DISTRICT AND SEASON 

Central 
SRV,' Harqu~hal~ and Eloy 

Fall 
Sp.ing 

Aguila 
Fall 
Spring 

Easte,n 
Willcox 

Fall 
Spring 

Wenern 
Yume 

Wintar 

, Sal! River Volley. 

Total 

1961-62 PRODUCTION 1962-63 PRODUCTION 

ACRES I CARTONS ACRES CARTONS 

13,101 5,717,446 13,391 5,438,102 
14,501 7,008,024 14,573 7,463,947 

4.240 1,696,763 3,401 1,217,588 
3,255 1,312,723 3,260 1,47~,080 

3,513 1,289,326 2,387 587,736 
2,180 1,088,681 1,895 997,6lI8 

14,683 5,815,216 18,012 6,163,121 

55,473 23,928,179 56,919 23,343,262 

Sou 'co, Arizona Fruit and Vegetable Standardiution 
$eM,"" Annual Report, 1962·63. 
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Citrus and Grapes 
In December, 1963, citrus production 

in Arizona for the 1963·64 emp year was 
forecast to be up one-third over the pre
vious year. Expectations are that there will 
be 1.8 million boxes of oranges, 15 per
cent above 1962; 25 million boxes of 
grapefruit, up 13 percent; and 1.3 million 
boxes of lemons, or an increase of 165 
percent. The lemon crop in 1962-63 was 
badly hurt by extremes in weather condi
tions and 1963-64 estimates indicate that 
production has returned to normal levels. 

Production increases in Arizona are 
occurring at a time when the national 
level of citrus output is expected to be 
down about 3 percent. Furthermore, Ari· 
zona fruit has quality characteristics this 
year which give it a relatively favorable 
position in the maxket with the result that 

demand, especially for grapefruit, is ex
ceptionally strong. 

The longer range forecast through 1968 
for Arizona citrus production indicates 
considerable expansion (Figure 1). 
Assuming normal yields, Valencia oranges 
should expand about 175 percent, lemons 
125 percent and grapefruit about 20 per
cent. Indications are that Valencia oranges 
will become the most important citrus 
crop in the state, with the major growth 
being in me Yuma area. 

Grape production in Arizona was 
15,500 tons, up about 28 percent from 
1962 and almost double the average of 
1957-61. Average grape prices were $205 
per ton in 1963, producing an estimated 
income of $3362,000, compared with 
$2,541,000 in 1962 in the state. National 
production was expected to be up about 
11 percent. 

Figure 1. Potential Citrus Production in Arizona Through 1967-68. 
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Sugar Beets 
The Sugar Act of 1948, as amended, 

provides for the growth of the heet sugar 
industry in the United States. A certain 
amount of acreage is reserved for alloca
tion to new producers. 

Under this provision, the U. S. Depart
ment of Agriculture, in February, 1963, 
allocated to the State of Arizona 20,000 
acres for the production of sugar beets, 
beginning with the 1964 crop. This allo
carion, however, was later cancelled when 
the company that had originally planned 
to build a sugar factory in Arizona decided 
not to do so. 

The Spreckels Sugar Company, a lead
ing California beet sugar processor, has 

Beef Cattle and Calves 
Gross cash value of beef cattle and calf 

sales in Arizona during the period De
cember, 1962, through November, 1963, 
amounted to $174.8 million compared to 
$184.5 million for the same period a year 
earlier. The value of the catde and calves 
shipped into the State from July 1, 1962, 
to June 30, 1963, is estimated to be $82.5 
million. 

This is $4.5 million greater than the 
estimated value of the cattle and calves 
shipped into the state during the previous 
twelve months. Net cash value (gross 
value minus value of inshipments) is esti
mated to be $9-2.3 million-$14.2 mil
lion less than 1962. 

The reduction in income came from 
lower prices, especially for fat cattle_ The 
average price fot 900-1100 pound choice 
grade steers at Phoenix in 1963 was 
$23.80 per hundredweight compared to 
$26.35 per hundredweight in 1962. Good 
grade 900-11 00 ponnd steers at Phoenix 
averaged $22.60 per hundredweight in 
1963, while in 1962 the average price for 
this category of fat cattle was $24.90 per 
hundredweight. 

now announced that it will build a sugar 
factory somewhere in the Phoenix area if 
the sugar beet acreage allotment is rein
stated. In December, 1963, a hearing was 
held in Washington, D. C. on Arizona's 
renewed application for 20,000 acres from 
the sugar beet acreage reserve. If this is 
approved by USDA, the initial planting 
of sugar beets would be made in the fall 
of 1966 for harvest in 1967, when the 
factory would be completed. 

Studies indicate that many farmers who 
are located within a reasonable hauling 
distance of the sugar faCtory would find 
the production of sugar beets somewhat 
more profitable than typical field crops 
such as barley, sorghum, or alfalfa hay. 

Stocker and feeder cattle and calf prices 
declined during 1963. Prices for those 
animals sold in the spring were compar
able to those received a year earlier. 

Range calves contraCted in the summer 
for fall deliv~ry averaged about 26 cents 
and 28 cents per pound for choice 300-450 
pound heifers and steers, respectively. 
Most of these contracts wer~ for calves 
weighing 400 pounds or less. 

By late fall the price had dropped to 
23 cents per pound for choice heifer calves 
and 25 cents per pound for choice steer 
calves. 

The number of cattle and calves sold 
out of the feedlots during the period De
cember, 1962, through November, 1963, 
was estimated to be 47,000 head greater 
than the same period a year earlier-
617,000 head compared to 570,000. The 
value of the gain put on in the feedlots in 
Arizona during the last month of 1962 
and the .first eleven months of 1963 is 
estimated at $51 million compared to $52 
million for the corresponding period a 
year earlier. 
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Shipments of cattle and calves OUt of 
the state during the last month of 1962 
aD.d the first eleven months of 1%3 
amoumed to 763,058 head. Outshipments 
for the previous twelve months were 
756,703 head. Inshipments of cattle and 
calves during the period July, 1962, 
through June, 1963, totaled 676,970 com
pared to 654,936 for the same period a 
year earlier. 

Commercial slaughter of cattle and calves 
in Arizona during the twelve months 
ended December 1, 1963, was estimated 
to be 183,135,000 pounds liveweight-
11,837,000 pounds greater than a year 
earlier. The increase came in the slaughter 
of catde. 

The 1963 slaughter of cattle was esti
mated at 203,000 head, with a total live
weight of 179,387,000 pounds. Cattle 
slaughtered during the twelve months 
ended December 1, 1962, totaled 195,300 
head and 171,298,000 pounds liveweight. 
Calf slaughter decreased 1,800 head and 
926,000 pounds live-weight. 

There have been twO major changes in 
the beef cattle industry in the- United 
Srates since the early nineteen-fifties: (1) 
a larger portion of the calf crop is being 
fed, and (2) the importation of beef and 
veal has recently increased sharply. Fig
ure 2 illustrates the increase in the number 
of steers and heifers slaughtered since 
1945. 

Commercial feeding in Arizona and 
California has played an imponant part 
in this development. Calves that were 
normally slaughtered as "milk fat" in the 
South and Southeastern United States are 
now being fed in commercial feedlots in 
Oklahoma, Texas, New Mexico, Colorado, 
Arizona, and California. The average car
cass weight of all cattle slaughtered under 
federal inspection has increased from 
approximately 500 pounds in 1945 to 620 
pounds in 1963 as a result of this change 
in production methods. 

The importation of beef and veal has 
increased substantially in the last ten years. 
Approximately 1,700 million pounds of 

figure 2. Cattle Slaughter by Classes, United States, 1945·63. 
MllllO-;:.N!.!-_____________ ---. 
HEAD 

12'1-------------:::~__l 

Steers 

,- -, . . ..... -, 
• ~.' C ' •• ...... • 1,. OWS·. "- _ 
~, .~" 
,.' ••• ,,,,~:tII 

1950 1955 1960 
Sour"", Livestock .nd M..t Situation. ERS, USDA. W •• hmgton, D. C., Nov. 1963. 
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beef and veal, carcass weight equivalent. 
was imported into the United States in 
1963 compared to 348 million pounds in 
1950. 

Approximately two·thirds of this beef 
and veal came from Australia and New 
Zealand. Oose to 80 percent of the total 
beef and veal imports in 1963 was in the 
form of boneless frozen beef for use in 
the processed meat industry compared to 
72 percent of the meat imported in 1954-
56 being canned. This canned meat came 
mainly from South America. 

In 1958, Australia and New Zealand 
cancelled thei! agreement with Great 
Britain to ship mOSt of their beef and veal 
to Great Britain. Since then they have 
found the United States to be a very good 
market for their beef and veal. This was 
brought about to some extent by the re
duction in the slaughter of breeding cows. 
Howevet, the major reason is probably the 
high consumer income in the United 
States. 

Arizona cattlemen are very concerned 
about imports. This concern has been 
accentuated by the lowering of cattle and 
calf prices. 

It is difficult to determine JUSt how 
much eHecr the imPOrts of beef is having 
on the domestic price for cattle and calves. 
The :;laughter of United States produced 
cattle increased by 7 percent liveweight 

Sheep and Wool 
Cash income from the sale of sheep and 

wool during 1963 is estimated at $5.8 mil
lion - $4.3 million from sheep and lamb 
sales and $1.5 million from wool sales. 
The income from sheep, lamb and wool 
sales in 1962 was estimated at $5.7 million. 

The number of lambs saved during 
1963 was 288,000 head-down 2,000 
head fram 1962. The white-owned lamb 
crop decreased to 113,000 head from 
115,000 head, while the Indian·owned 
lamb crop remained the same. The mUll

ber of old crop lambs fed and pastured in 

basis in 1963 compared to 1962. This has 
been brought about by increased numbers 
slaughtered as well as increased average 
weight of cattle slaughtered. Cattle slaugh
tered during the first 10 months of 1963 
averaged 19 pounds per head heavier than 
fot the sume period in 1962. 

The United States Department of Agri. 
culture has determined that if all imports 
were prevented from entering the U. S., 
the price for choice grade steers would 
increase from $2.50 to $3.00 per hundred 
and utility cow prices would increase 
about $4.00 per hundred. 1 Thus. in order 
to raise the price of fat cattle one dollar, 
importS would have to be reduced approx
imately 40 percent. 

This assumes that employment would 
remain at the present high level. We do 
not know how the reduction of beef and 
veal imports would affect our employ. 
ment. Australia, for instance. buys more 
from the United States than it sells. Al· 
though countries, such as New Zealand, 
do not purchase as much from the U. S. 
as they sell, they buy from other nations 
which in turn purchase goods and services 
from us. 

'liveOlotk and Mut Situation, Ec(momic Re,earch 
Service, USDA, Wa.hington, O. C., November 1963, 
p.41. 

the central valleys also declined in lYo:'J-
66,000 head in 1963 as compared to 
76,000 head in 1962. 

Wool ptoduction in 1963 was esti· 
mated to be 3,485,000 pounds while wool 
production in 1962 was 3,431,000 pounds. 
The average price for wool in 1963 was 
42.0 cents per pound-up 3.0 cents from 
the year befOre. This increase in wool 
price, along with an increase of one-balf 
to one cent per pound for lambs, more 
than offset the decrease in number of 
lambs sold. 
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Dairy 
Cash receipts from dairying in Ariwoa 

are estimated at $26.4 million during 
1963. Receipts from the sale of milk and 
milk products accounted for $24.2 million 
while the sale of dairy animals accounted 
for the remaining $2.2 million. Total sales 
of milk were about 483 million pounds, 
of which 82 percent were in Class I, 8 
percent in Class II, and 10 percent in 
Class III. 

As a result of improved management 
practices, DHIA herds in Arizona had an 
average production of 12,560 pounds of 
milk per cow - a new record. This easily 
broke the previous high of 12,220 pounds 
set in 1962. Continued heavy culling was 
an important factor in the increased pro
duction. DHIA records indicate 29-.1 per
cent of the cows left the herds during the 
year. 

Herd size continued to increase as well 
as herd production. The number of cows 
per DHIA herd climbed to 135, an aver
age increase of 7 per herd over 1962. For 
the entire market, the number of pro
ducers decreased to 277, and average daily 
deliveries per producer rose to 4,678 
pounds. 

The major portion of the increased milk 
production came during the spring of the 

Table 7. Seasonal PaHerns of Milk 
Production in Arizona, 
1959 and 1963. 

JanVilry 
february "'., 
April M., 
June 
J.~ 
Augont 
Septem&er 
Octo&er 
Nevember 
December 

PERCENT Of AVERAGE 
MONTHLY PRODUCTION 

1959 

97.5 
88.0 ." 
96.6 .... 
88.5 
86.0 
.... 1 

106.1 
118.2 
115.9 
113A 

99.7 
93.' 

I08A 
108.1 
109.6 10,. 

98.5 
95.2 
93.9 

100.0 
95.7 
95.7' 

• e.lim.ted on ba.l. of November dellveriet. 

year. For example, the production of 43.2 
million pounds in May, 1963, was 5 mil
lion pounds higher than was produced in 
May, 1962. 

The increased production of milk. duro 
ing the spring was a source of concern to 
many dairymen, despite the fact that Oass 
I utilization remained fairly high. Just 
four years previously, Arizona dairymen 
had faced the opposite situation, namely, 
a production pattern which gave excess 
supplies in the fall. 

The higher production in the fall of 
1959 was cawed by the then existing base
excess provisions of the Federal Marker 
Order. The resultant fall surplus led to the 
scrapping of the base.excess plan in 1960. 

Many dairymen now fear the cycle is 
going to the other extreme-surplus 
spring production-and a hearing is 
scheduled to amend the Order so as to 
provide incentives for increased summer 
and fall production. 

On the retail front, a price war coo
tinued through most of theyear and spread 
from Phoenix to Tucson. Dairymen pre
viously had been receiving premiums 
above the minimum price established by 
the Order, but these were eliminated as a 
result of the price waf. 

Milk prices received by farmers aver
aged $5.05 per hundredweight in 1963, 
compared with $5.11 in 1962. These 
prices represent the weighted average 
price for all milk sold - not the average 
blend price for 3.5 percent milk. 

The price war was hardest on handlers 
and those dairymen who processed, pack
aged and sold their own milk and thus 
did not have the benefit of the minimum 
price guaranteed under the Order. For 
dairymen who sold to handlers, 00 the 
other hand, the minimum price estab-
lished by the Order prevented. what other
wise might have been a disastrous price 
break. 

Nationally, per capita consumption of 
milk in all forms was close to 1962 levels. 
Apparently the sharp decline in per capita 
consumption which persisted during the 
1950's has leveled off considerably . 
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Poultry and Eggs 
Total sales from poultry and eggs in 

Ariz.ona during 1963 reached $7.4 million 
compared to $7.5 million in 1962. Eggs 
were the major source of income, produc
ing $5.0 million, slightly down from $5.2 
million in 1962. 

The average numbers of laying hens 
decreased from 789 thousand during 1962 
to 777 thousand in 1963. This was par
tially offset by an increase in production 
per hen from 212 eggs in 1962 to 214 in 
1963. Egg prices continued down averag
ing 36.8 cents for the year compared to 
38.4 cents per dozen in 1962. Total eggs 
produced in Arizona remained about the 
same at 166 million eggs. 

Explanations for the continued drop in 

egg prices are found in the decline in 
demand for eggs since World War II, 
coupled with a stable production. 

The prices for poultry during 1963 
were about the same as in 1962. Farm 
poultry (primarily cull hens) averaged 
11.3 cents per pound. Broder and turkey 
prices were the same as in 1962 averaging 
19.7 and 25.3 cents per pound, respec
tively. 

A census of commercial poultry opera
tions with more than 300 birds was per
formed during 1963. The number of 
layers and ranches are shown by county in 
Table 8. The breakdown of commercial 
poultry ranches by number of layers is 
shown in Table 9. 

Table 8. Number of Commercial Poultry Ranches and Number of Layers and 
Percent of Total by Counties, Arizona, 1963. 

COUNTY BIRDS 
PERCENT RANCHES 

PERCENT 

OF TOTAL OF lOTAL 

Pima 501.950 46.85 4' 27.S 
M.ricopa 331,860 3l.53 66 39.5 
Pinal 121,000 11.29 13 7.' 
Ylvap.i 38,800 3.62 10 ••• N ..... io 26,400 >.4. • 3.' 
G.akam 16,575 ... , 7 4.2 
Cockise 16.350 1.53 , 5.' 
Santa Cruz 6,400 0.60 2 L2 
Gil. 3,050 0.28 3 1.' 
Coconino '50 0.09 2 1.2 
Greenl .. , Apacke, Yuma 2,100 0.20 3 1.8 
Mokave 

GrInd Total. 1,071,435 100.00 167 100.0 

Table 9, Number of Commercial Poultry Ranches and Number of Layers by 
Siz-e of Flock, Ariz-ona, 1963,n 

,,~ I 500_ 1,000· I 2,000 5,000 10,000 I 30,000 I TOTAL 

'" '" 1,'" 4,'" 9,999 29,999 AND OVER 

No. laye ... S,"", 14,285 34,750 134,600 1044,800 275,500 462,000 1,071,435 
% of tohl •. , 1.3 3.3 12.6 13.5 25.7 43.1 100 
No. ranehu 16 23 26 47 26 " 10 167 
% of total , .. 13.8 15.6 28.1 15.6 llA ,., 100 

"A commercial poultry .. nc~ 
hiVing- 300 layer. Or mOre. 

w •• dofin&d .. 0", 
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Cost of Production Budgets for 
Major Arizona Field Crops 

Estimated COStS and returns involved in 
producing Arizona's four major field crops 
are presented in Tables 10 through 13. 
These budgets can be most useful if the 
assumptions embodied in their construc
tion are thoroughly understood. Footnotes 
to each table explain most of the physical 
input data while certain implications of 
the cost assumptions are pointed out below. 

Because actual costs will vary between 
each farmer, depending on that farmer's 
machinery complement, size of farm, 
annual use of his equipment, and manage
mem ability, typical custom costs were 
used in preparing these budgets (Table 
11). Custom COStS may include the nOD

cash overhead costs of owning equipment 
and profit to the custom operator as well 
as the variable costs of operating that 
equipment. Therefore, where a farmer 
owns and operates his own equipment, his 
cash COStS may be considerably less than 
shown. 

Of course, much of the difference prob
ably would show up as increased noncash 
ownership costs such as depreciation and 
interest on investment. Whether wtal 
cash and noncash COStS would be more or 
less than shown would depend mainly on 
the size of rhe farming operation. 

Large farms generally can obtain lower 
per-acre COstS than small farms. Therefore, 
the wtal COSt figure is typical of farms 
using all custom equipment operations. 
Research on diversified cash crop farms in 
the Imperial Valley suggest that tOtal per
acre costS may be lowered by as much as 
10 percent as size of farm increases above 
a small custom operation. 

Certain other costs would also be redis
tributed if a farmer owned his own equip-

ment. The entry for industrial insurance 
and social security would rise as the farmer 
hires his machinery operators direcdy 
rather than through a custom operator. 
Production credit would be smaller to the 
extent that cash COStS would be smaller. 

Cash farm overhead is listed as $10 per 
acre for each crop. This figure was selected 
as typical of a representative Arizona 
diversified crop farm. A farm growing 
more barley or grain sorghum than normal 
will have a lower per acre cash overhead, 
while a farm with more alfalfa or cotton 
than normal will have a higher per acre 
cash overhead. 

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

Also, the one and one-half acre-feet of 
water used for the establishmenr of an 
alfalfa stand, in the alfalfa budget, is con~ 
sidered to be water pumped from private 
wells at an average depth of 125 feet. It 
is assumed that crops grown during the 
year prior to the planting of alfalfa will 
have used all of the less expensive sur
face developed and normal flow water 
from the Project. 

Water COSts for Arizona pump areas 
are based on the use of electrically oper
ated wells. Gas operated wens, however, 
will have similar COSts. The cash COStS 
involved in pumping water are shown in 
that part of each budget; in addition, a 
charge for the fixed cases related to the 
invesnnent and depreciation on the wel~ 
pump, and pumping equipment is shown 
in the fixed cost section of each budget. 
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Table 10. Estimated Costs and Returns for Producing Upland CoHon Per Acre, 
Arizona, 1964, 

COSTS AND RETURNS PER ACRE FOR TWO 
AND ONE·HALF BALE YIELD (GROSS WEIGHT) 

Receipts 
Lint, n".chin .. pickttd (I, 150 pounds)~ at 

32.3 cenb/lb. 
Unt, from screpping Operalion (110 pounds)" 

at 25 cents/lb. 
Seed (1,800 pOllnds) at $47.90 per Ion 

Total Receipts 

I 5A" I RIVER 
PROJECT 

371.45 

27.50 
43.11 

442.06 

ARIZONA PUMP AREAS 
300' 

"" 

442.06 

I '00' I'''' LIFT LIFT 

442.06 442.06 

Costs 
Pr.h.rvert Cost 

Land Preparalion' 
Planling" 
Cultivation (3 times) 
Hoeing and Thinning" 
Irrigation and Ditch Labor 
Seed (22 pounds) 

pe' acre 
16.50 
4.00 
'.00 

Chemical Weed Control (mat. & appl.)r 
Fertilizer (mat. & .ppl.)" h 

Insetlicide (mat. & appl.)' J1 

Defolialion (mal. & appl.) 
Production Credit 
Industrial 'nsllrance and Social Security 
Cash Farm Overhead l 

Preharvw Coli Less Water 

Water (cash cost only) 5 ac ... .feet 

Total p .. harve,' Cost 
Harvesting Coli 

Picking' 
Scrapping 
Hauling 
Ginnnig 
Mi$C. chargesm 

Total Harvest Cost 

Total Cash Cost 

Fixed Cosi (overhead) 
Rental Value of Land" 

Taxes" 
Pump "nd Equipment COSl!l~ 

Total Fixed Cost 

Total Cost ExclusivG of Management 

Returns Above Cash Cort 

Returns 10 Mlnagem .. nt, per acre 

Indude. 1102 lint, 48 pound. bagging and ti .... 
Include. 105 lint,S pound. bagging and lie •• 
Include. CuI .tallu, di.e, plow, dio<:, flo.t, furrow 
out. 
Indud ... a preplant till'lIe operltion, e.g., a light 
dlsc1n\l or mul<:hing, the pllnTing operlTion and an 
operati"" to knock down CIP' after pl~nting 10 
insure uniform depth of pllnling. 
Thl. i. primarily. once-over Ihlnnlng operalion. 
Chemical weed control wilh Monuron or Diuton. 
See County Agent for ~commend.'ion in your .rea. 

, ... 
10.00 
3.50 
5.85 

22.90 
22.55 , ... 
4.S0 
LOO 

10.00 
117.20 117.20 117.20 117.20 
22.50k 27.00 ".00 53.00 

139.70 144.20 157.20 170.20 

..... 
10.50 
3.30 

43.30 
3.30 

109.00 109.00 109.00 109.00 
2411.70 "'.30 266.20 279.20 

70.00 65." 55.00 45.00 ... .... 4.20 ,." 
13.00 20.00 37.00 

78.50 " ... 79.20 85.85 
326.85 327.60 345." 365.05 

193.36 188.86 175.86 162.86 
115.21 114.46 96.66 77.01 

• For 140 pcund. Nand 70 pound. p.o. plus appli_ 
calicn COOl. 

h The amcunt. of fertil, .... , and insecticide .hown ere 
not nece .. arily recommendation. of The University 
of Arizona, bul rather ora •• 'imates of overage 
amoun1l1 actually u:l(ld by Arizona f8"" .... 
For two air applica,lons, 25 pournl. each, of l$-SAO 
d""1 pi". Iwo air .pplic"ticno, 7 gollon. each of 4-2 
.,mu spon. (Conl'd.+) 
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Table 11. Estimated Costs and Returns for Producing Alfalfa for Hay, Per 
Acre, 1964. 

COSTS AND RETURNS PER ACRE 
FOR 6-TON YIELD 

Receipts 
Hay (6 toni at $30.70 per ton) 

Toial Recaipts 

Costs 

184.20 
184.20 

164.20 
184.20 

184.20 
184.20 

164.20 

164.20 

Establish,ng Stand 
Land Preparation" 
Drilling 

per acra 

Saed {20 lbs.} 
Fertili~ar" 
Irrigation {twica} 
Waler, 1"\h aue.feet 
Total CO$l of Establishing Stand 
One·third Chargad Each Year 

Growing and Harvesting 
Irrigation Labor 
Mowing and Raking 
Bale and Roadsjd", (6 ton) 
NrtHi~er and Application<" 
Insecticide and Application'" 
Industrial Insuran ... and Sodal Security 

Total Growing and Harvesting Cost 
Water (cash cost only) 5 ac.e..feet 
Cash Farm Overhead Exp"n ... "' 

Total Cash Cost 
Fixed Cost (overhead) 

Ren'al Value of landh 

Taxes' 
Pump and Equipment Coslsl 

Total fixed Cos, 
Total CO$l Exclusive of Manageman! 

Return Abova Cash Cost 
Returns to Management, Par Aua 

"Includes cut .t.lk;, disc, plow, di.e, float, border 
and I.nd plane. 

" For 22 Ib,. N ~nd 40 lb". P,O, plu. cosl of applica. 
tlon. 

" For 200 lb •• Tr"ble Super Phosphele plu< application. 
a The amount. of fertilizer and inseOTicide .hown are 

noT nacetsarily ~commendalion. of The University 
of Arizona, but raTher .re eSTimates of average 
amount' ."ually u.ed by ArizQna farme ... 

, For -40 lb •• Qf malaThion .nd 2 air application$. 
f Indudes minimum 2 ar;r~-feet at $2.00 per acre·fool, 

1 acre-foot surface developed and normel flow aT 
$3.50, plu. 2 acre·feet pump ri~hT woter al $7.50 por 
.Cle'TOOT. 

, 
Indude. ouch items as car and truck expen,e, gen· 
eral farm labor, f"ncing, irrigaTion siphon. and 
tarps, hand Tools, bookkeeping, due. and .ubscrip. 
Tion" inouranee, end general utilities. 
Indudes minimum 2 acre-feet at $2.00 per aore-foot, 
1 eore·fooT aurhce developed and normal flow aT 
$2.50, and 2 aere-feel pump right weter at $7.50 
per .cre·foot. 
Based on machine picking. 

"' Indude. 20~ conTribuTion to National Calion Coun
cil, and 1011 contrIbutIon to ArIzona Cotton Growe .. 

19.50 
2.00 
8.00 
8.75 
2.50 

10.00 
15.00 
30.00 

9.95 
7.60 

." 

7.50 
48.25 
16.0B 

89.28 
22.50' 
10.00 

121.78 

40.00 .. , 
48.50 

170.28 

62.42 
13.92 

12.00 
52.75 
17.S8 

90.78 
27.00 
10.00 

127.78 

35.00 ..... 
13.00 
54.40 

182.18 

56.42 
2.02 

18.00 
58.75 
19.58 

92.78 
40.00 
10.00 

142.78 

25.00 
4.20 

20.00 
49.20 

191.98 

41.42 
0.00 

24.00 
64.75 
21.58 

94.78 
53.00 
10.00 

157.78 

15.00 
:3.85 

37.00 
55.85 

213.63 

26.42 

0.00 

"' Include •• ueh item< a. ~'r and fruck expense, gen
eral farm I.bor, fencing, irrigation .iphon' e~d tarps, 
hand tools, bookkeeping, dun end .ubscriptio ... , 
in.uranee, end general uTilitie •. 

h Thi. figule repre.ents a neT rental volue for .Ifalfa 
i:~I.~ap.ble of a 6·Ton yield .t tha various pump 

, B •• ed on an a .. e .. eel v~lue of $100 for SRV land, 
$75 for 200 fT. lift lend, $55 for 300 ft. lift land, 
$50 for 400 fT. 11ft land multiplied by the average 
rur.1 Tax raTe for .imile. ,'e ... 

J Include, depreci.tion and interest on inve.tment on 
the well, pump and pump,ng equipmenT. 

A .. ociaTion, $1 contribution to Cotton Producer. 
InSTituTe. 

n Thi. figure represents the aver~ge net rental "alue 
of conon lend ~ap.ble of a 2112 b.le yield at the 
various pump level •• 

o Based on an ... esseel value of $100 for SRV and, 
$75 for 200-foot lifT I.nd, $55 for 300·foot lifT land, 
$50 for 400-foOT lifT land multiplied by the average 
rural ta~ r.te for similar .,eat. 

l' Include. depreciation and interesT of investment for 
Th .. well, pump and pumping equipmenT. 



Table 12. Estimated Costs and Returns for Producing Barley Per Acre, 
Arirona, 1964. 

COST AND RETURNS PER ACRE 

FOR U TON YIELD 

R.ceipls 
Bar~y (1-8 Toni at $2.60 per cwt.) 

Total R",c.ipts 

Costs 

SALT 
RIVER 

PROJECT 

93.60 

93.60 

ARIZONA 

"" 1 "" 
93.60 

93." 

PUMP AREA5 

300' 
L'" 

93.60 

93.60 

1
,,0' 
L'" 

93.60 
93.60 

Preharl,"' Cost per acre 

Liond Prepa,ation" 
Drilling 
5..,cI (100 pounds) 
Irrigation and Ollch Labor 
Fertilixer ~nd Applic:alionb < 
Jncluslri~1 Insurance and Social Security 

Water 3 .C.....t •• 1 
Cuh Far,., Overhead' 
Total Prah.rlest Cos, 
Harv.st COlt 
Combining 
Hauling 

Tot;tl Hilty.,t Cost 

Tot,,1 C;tsh Cost 

fi>:ed Cosl 
Tax •• ' 
Rentlll Valu. of hncl~ 
Pllmp and Equipment Costs" 

TOI.I Fileed CCOSI 
TOI .. I El<dusive of Moonagemenl 

Returns Above Cull. Com' 

Returns 10 Ma"ag.m,nl, per .. ere 

• Indude., cuI stalks, di.c, plow. di,c, bord.r. 

h Fer 90 lb>. N ~nd 50 lb •• P.oQ; plv. «;lst of applica. 
han. 

'The .mOunl of fe'lilin, .hown i. not nec.es.erilv 
recommend.tion. of The University of Arizona, bUI 
rathe, is In e.trma'" of overege amount. oClually 
u.ed by kiron. farme". 

" Indude" minimum 2 acre·feet at $2.00 per acre·foot 
plus 1 ae,e-fool surface developed and normal flow 
wat ... at $3.50. 

Include> .ueh ;Iem. as car .nd Iruck expense, gen· 
erol f.rm labor, fencin\!, irrigation siphon. and lorpo, 
hand 1001., bookk.ep,ng. du .. and .ub.cripllons, 
",.uranU, and general "Iilities. 

f Sased on an o$O ... ed value of $100 SRV lind. $75 
for 200 ft. lift land, $55 for 300 ft. lift land, $50 

13.50 
2.00 
4.00 
6.00 

16.00 ... 

'.00 
3.15 

7.'" 
10.00 
59.40 

9.15 

68.55 

8.50 
40.00 

... ., 
117.05 

25.05 

0.00 

16.00 
10.00 
67.90 

9.15 
77.05 

uo 
35.00 

B.OO ..... 
126.45 

16.55 

0.00 

".00 
10.00 
75.90 

9.15 

85.05 

4.20 
25.00 
12.00 

41.20 

126.25 

B.55 

00.0 

32.00 
10.00 
.... 0 

9.15 

93.05 

3." 
15.00 
14.00 

32.85 
125.90 ., 

0.00 

for 400 ft. IHt I.nd multiplied by the aver.ge rural 
ta~ ,ate for similar are ••. 

• This figure repre""nts Ihe net renlll value "f land 
cap.ble of producing 1.8 Ions of barley at Ihe 
vorious pump level •. 

,. Include. depreciation and intere.t on inve",menl ",r 
Ihe well. pump .nd pumping equipment. 

, II hot been e.timated by members of the Agronomy 
and Planl Breeding Departments, University of AfO' 
:<ena, Ihol sorghum or 'mlll gr.in conlribules OO"gM1c 
maner or enter. intQ disuse control tQ such an 
axtenl Ihal il increases Ihe production of the follow' 
ing cotton crop by ot laul 114 bale "",r acre. There
fore, if grain .orghum 0' small grain i. grown in 
,olalion with cotton, a credil .hould be given tQ 
the,a crops for Iha benefiola! effe<:1J 10 olher crapo 
in the retatlon. 
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Table 13. Estimated Costs and Returns for Producing Grain Sorghum, Per 
Acre, Arizona, 1964. 

COSTS AND RETURNS PER ACRE 
FOR 2.TON YIELD 

bceip's 
Sorghum Grain (2 tons at $2.S7 per (wt.) 

Tolal Receip!s 

Cosls 

102.80 

102.80 
102.80 
102.80 

102.80 
102.80 

102.80 

102.80 

Pre harvest Cost per acre 
land Preparation' 
PI ... 'ing 
Cultivati .. g 
Seed (12 lb •. hybridi 
Irrigation and Ditch Labor 
Fertilizer and Applicalionb < 
Industria' Insurance and Social Security 
Water (cash cost only) 3V~ acre..f.oet 
Clsh Fal'fl'l Overhead' 

Total Preh • ...,..t Co. 
Hlrvesl Cost 

Combining 
Hauling 

TOlal Harvest Cost 

Tola1 Cuh Cost 

Fixed Cost 
Renlal V.I"'e of Land' 
Taxes' 
Pump and Equipment Cosr< 
Total Fixed Costs 

Total Cosl Exd ... oive of M.n.geme .. t 

Returns Above Cash Cosl' 

Relur .. s to Manageme .. t, Per A~ 

• Includ • ., disc, plow, dioc, furrow out. 
o For 100 [bs. N, 40 lb •• PoD, plus cost of applir;ation. 
'The .mount of fertilTzer shewn il nof nece ••• rily 

recommendation. of The University of Arizona, bul 
ra.her il ~n estimate of a"erage omouna ac:tually 
used by Arizon. flrmero. 

dlnclud • ., minimum 2 acre·feet .1 $2.00 P8r o<:l'e-foot 
plu. 1 acre.feot surfaee d_loped and norm.1 flow 
ot $3.50, and 1h acre_foet of pump righl wahlr at 
$7.50 per .cre-focl. 

• Include. such item. as car and truck expense, hand 
lools, bookkaaping, due. and suboeriptions, insur
ance, and glner.1 utilities. 

I Thi, figur" represent. a net rental vIlue for geain 
sorghum land capable ef a 2-ton yield al Ihe "ar[ous 
pump levels. 

13.00 
'.00 
3.00 

2." 
7.00 

16.15 ... 
1l.2S~ 16.67 28.00 37.33 
10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 

67.25 72.67 ".00 93.33 

7.00 
3.50 

10.50 10.50 " ... 10.50 10.50 
77.7S 83.17 94.50 103.83 

40.00 3S.OO 25.00 15.00 
8.50 .... .. , 3.8S 

11.33 14.00 18.67 
48.50 52.73 ".20 31.52 

126.55 135.90 137.70 141.35 

25.05 19.63 '.30 "03 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

• Based on an ... essed "alue of $100 for SR:V land • 
$75 fur 200 fl. 11ft land, $55 for 300 ft lift land, 
$50 fur -400 ft. lift land muitiplled by ihe ."er~ge 
ruraJ tax rate for .Imlla, area •. 

• Include. depredation and interest on in"".tmen! of 
well, pump, and pumping equipment. 

, It has baen estimated by member> of Ihe Agronomy 
and Plan! B ..... ding DeporlmBnt" University of Ar,
zona, that sorghum or small grain conrrJb"""s orllenic 
matter or enters Into dIsease control to luch en 
.. ~tant Ih.1 il increa.es the production of the follow_ 
ing cotton crop by at I""" V4 bale pet .ere. There
fore, if grain sorghum or .mall ~ra1n i. grewn in 
rotation with cotton, a crodit should be given to 
the.e crops for the beneficial effects to other creps 
in the 'ototi.",. 
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Table 14. Rates Used for Custom Operations in Arizona to Develop Crop 
Budgets for 1964. 

JOB OPERATION 

Plow (deep) 
Cut starks 
Disc 
Furrow Out 
Land plane 
Floai 
Cultivate 
Plant 
Spread fertilizer (ground) 
Border 
Drill 

Barley·wheat 
Combine _ Sorghum 

SafFrower 
Hauling 

Mowing 
Condftioning 
Raking ",. 
Roadside 
Picking colton (machine) 

Manuron or Diu.on on colton 
Subsoiling 
Ae.ial- Spray 

Dust 
Seed 
Ferliliur 

UNIT 

Acre 14 
Acre 
Acre 
A.~ 
A.~ 
Acre 
Acre 
Acre 
Acre 
Acre 
Acre 
Ac.e 
A.~ 
A.re 
Too 

Acre 
A.re 
A.~ 
T •• 
Too 

in. 

Hundredweight 
(seed colton) 

Acre 

-26-

Hour 
7 gal. 
Pound 
Pound 
Pound 

COST 

$ 7.00 
1.50 
2.00 
'.00 

3.00 2 l( 5.00 
'.00 
'.00 
'.00 
1.25 
1.00 
2.00 
6.00 
7.00 
'.00 

1.75 + 5¢ per Ton mile 
over 5 mi. 

1.25) 
1.00) 2.50 
1.25) 
4.00 

1.50 or 8, bare 2 wi,e 
1.50 

2.50 
10.00 

1.90 + o. _ 20~ g.1. 
41h¢ 
41h~ 
41h~ 



To order Irrigation Maps 

If you want a copy of the Irrigation Maps mentioned on page 7, 

CLIP THIS COUPON. Be sure to PRINT your name and address below. 

Mail the coupon to: Mailing Bureau 

University of Arizona 

Tucson, Arizona 

Mailing Bureau 

University of Arizona, Tucson: Please send me the two Irrigation Maps 

(Folders 100 & 101). 

NAMEL-__ 

ADDRESS, __ _ 
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Tbis pub~lcation 1~ lsaued by the 
Cooperative ~tenBlcn S.rvioe and 

the AgrlO1iltur&.l lb:pe:t'~nt Staticn 
01: TIle Untve:t'Jlty 01: APlr;ona. So. 

YCIU:t' local. County D;t .. nalon Agent 
~r a4<!ltionBl ll1rOZ"lllaticn. 



Principal Arizona Crops in 1963 - Estimated Acreage by Counties and Production for the State 

CROP ::::. I Apache I Cochise I ~7~:-1 Gila I Graham I G~::n-! ~:;~ I Mohave ! Navajo I Pima I Pinal S;r~: Yavapai I Yuma 

/;A~';'.~.~.~, ~A~.:'~'-':W~f~.O'~h~.~,------I-C'::":::;,':':'+:',:OO='+;:I3::,20=.:1-":: ... =+",=.:-+ 5,700 1,000 1i-:,,:,':.:00:-i,:,::,,:.::,:::c.:4::'80='~C':':""::--:-CI:"C"::':'+-;'::',0.:,-:-:,::,0,,:,:'-''';,:,::, ... ::1 
Hay production, Ions 984,000 

CoHon: Upland, acres harveslad 325,300 0 13,510 ° 40 8,280 1,660 120,000 268 0 21,645 128,300 1,883 14 29,700 
Ilala. (500 Ib5. gr055 WI.) 773,000 
American-Egyptian, acre, harve,ted 61,700 ° 340 ° 20 17,100 ° 25,800 ° ° 
8ale. (SOD Ibs. gross wi.) 72,000 

aa~ley, A"'e' harvested for grain 144,000 30 3,100 70 ° 
Grain production, ton. 231,550 

4,600 '00 

Corn, Acres harvuled, all purposes' 24,000 2,900 2,000 1,600 SO, 
Grain production, tons' 11,760 

orghums: Acres harvashld, .11 purposes' 138,000 50 37,000 ° 100 

40' 300 ' 

1,200 I 3,400 
Grain produdien, tons" 193,230 

jw~nl' Acres harvested for grain 27,000 80 660 240 ° 10 
Grain production, Ions 35,640 " 

Vegelables: Acres harvested" 101,635 300 4,400 0 0 I " 
Production, commercial, cwl. 17,520,000 

Grapefruit, Total uresd 6,555 ° ° 0 ° I ° 
10' 

, 

77,000 

3,500 ' 

48,000 

12,300 

54,000 

4,610 

400 
• 
• 
• 

22. 

• 

10' 
9,500 

,,, 

'" 
'" , 

Production, 1962-63 <fOp, cartons 4,340,000 I 
Orange" TOlal ac ... ,· 19,610 ° 0 0 ° I ° ° 9,370 0 ° I 

4,880 

5,000 

'" 
11,000 

" 
'00 

20 

20 

12,900 

41,000 

400 
25,000 

7,200 

3,115 

" 10. 

40 

30' 

400 
400 
• 

100 

• , 
temons; Tolal aCMid 7000 0 ° ° ° DOT 020' ° 0 10 0 0 

• 
'00 

2,400 

100 

'00 

'" , 
• , 

62 • 

11,500 

40' 

'1,000 

5,400 

38,000 

1,900 

11,120 

5,970 
Production, 1962-63 crop, urlons 3,120,000 I' I I 

I 
Production, 1962-63 crop, cartons 980'000 I' 'I I 

':OC":':'''::.~'::'':'CA;:::.~':''_-::-_-;-___ I-:-''"'':''::'':'::''_:-:'::OO~ 5,400 4,400 400 1,300 '--:C"=="J_-=,,::,:8::00:+-:::"':::-+,:I~,4::'::'+:,'",,:00:::-:--:::':',::'.:'::'+-:-,,::,:,.:_:-::,,::'.:OO=-:-:,'::':,,'==.OO 
I Total Acreage Cropped 1,165,800 I 6,260 I 79,610 I 6,9101ml 40,840 I 5,4401 509,400 I 4,288 117,810 I 48,815 I 253,540 1 4,8231 10,944 1176,210 

A Includes ""reage harvested for grain, silage and forage. 

b Does not j...:lude grain from acreage haevetfed for silaga 
and forage. 

·Yeor ended August 31, 1%3. Counfy acreage, based on data 
from Arizona Fr ... h fruif and Vegelable Slandardizalion 
Service and C""nly Agents. 

d Source, County Agricultural Agents. 

• Include ... ffloW<lr, miscellaneous hays, oots, flax, sugorbeet 
seed, bermudagr •• s, and gropes. Does not include pasture. 
D.t. from rhe Arizona Crop and llve.tock Reporting Service 
and from Counfy Agricultural Agenl •. 

Source, The Arizona Crop and livestock Reporting Service, 
PhOlOnix, Arizona, unless olherwise noted. Includes 
both irrigared and dry·land crops. 


	CALS Cover Sheet Revised
	Bulletin-A-31-1964

