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Arizona Agriculiure 1969

Table on Agricultural Income Eliminated

The table showing gross value of crops
and livestock produced in Arizona ap-
pearing at the beginnng of previous
“Amzona Agriculture” bulleting has been
ehminated. ‘The problem of reporting
value and income by commodity and
agriculrural secrors becomes more difficult
due to the increasing complexity of the
agrsculrural economy in Arizona.

Another reason for eliminating this
table is that the agreement between the
College of Agriculture, The University
of Arizona, and the Statistical Reporting
Service, US. Deparument of Agricultmre,
has brought about better reporting and
more refined statistics with respect to
agricultural commodities These and other
data ate contained in annual releases pub-
lished jointly by the Statistical Reporting
Service and the Departmenc of Agtricul-
rural Economics of the University through
the Arrzona Crop and Livestock Reporting
Service.

Historically, there have been some dis-
crepancies i the value and income data

which need to be reconciled for better
decision msking and policy actions in
the furure. More money is being spent
on collecting and publishing agricultural
data than ever before and this current
action will greatly clarify the situation in
Arizona. It is hoped that other agencies
and institntions which publish agricultural
staristics will look to the Sratistical Re-
porng Service for technical assistance.

Refined dara on income will be pub-
lished later in conjunction with other
releases of the Statistical Reporting Serv-
ice Theteafter, the seties of statistics will
be consistent with good data gatheting
and reporting principles It is emphasized
that this acton is being made for better
decision making on the part of agticulmure
and agticulrural indnstries in the state.
Stadl, an increase in budget and in effore
is needed to provide farmers, businessmen,
and the public with the precise data
needed for private and public pelicy deci-
sions

Agricultural Prices

Prices received by farmers in 1968
for cotton, alfalfa hay, barley and, serghum
grain were lower than in 1967 and less
than the S-year average prices for 1962-66
(Table 1, page 4) In contrast, 1968 cattle
ptices were higher than in 1967 and sub-
stanttally greater than 1962-66 average
prices.

Prices for upland cotton steadily de-
clined by more than 5 cents per pound
during the last six months of 1968. During
the peak hatvest period in 1968, prices
were as much as 10 cents a pound lower
than prevailing prices during the peak
harvest period in 1967. The 1968 average
price of $24.70 for alfzlfa hay was almost

20 percent less than the average of $30.80
per ton received in 1967. Declines in
barley and sorghum grain prices were not
nearly as pronounced as the price drop
for alfalfa hay However, the downtrend
in prices for these feed grains during the
1960%s is clearly evident.

Prices for Choice slaughter steers aver-
aged slightly more than $100 per
hundredweight highet in 1968 than in
1967, and more than $200 higher than
the 1962-66 average The average price
for Choice yearling feeder steers in 1968
was $1 66 higher than in 1967, and $3.60
higher than the 1962-66 average. For
Choice feeder calves, the 1968 average
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TABLE 1. Prices Reccived by Growers for Major Agricultural Products: 1968,
1947, and 1962-66 Average.
196268
COMMODITY UNIT 1968 2 1967 AVERAGE

All Cotton® Cants/Pound 27.3° 29.84 29,44
Upland Cotton b Cents/Pound 25.5¢ 28.45 27.94
Extra Long Staple Cotton? Cents/Paund 41.0° 47.5 50.0
Alfalfa Hay? Dol./Tan 24.70 30.80 25,80
Barloy Dol./Cwt. 2.27 2,44 252
Sorghum Grain b Dol./Cwt. 2.07 2,14 217
Choice Slavghter Steers Dol./Cwt. 26,93 2577 28,60
Choice Yearling Feeder Steers Dol./Cwt, 26.57 24.85 29 91
Choice Feeder Steer Calves Dal./Cwt, 20.21 27.64 2473
Milk ¢ Pal./Cwt, &.2% 588 5.91
Eggs 9 Conts/Dozen 27.6 283 45.8
Wool © Cents/Pound 4.0 34.0 39.8
Lettuce b

Winter Dol./Carton ¥ 227 1.58 21

Early Spring Del./Carton £ 2.08 3.19 2.8

Late Fall bol./Carton £ 2.48 .3 220

! Preliminary.

b Crop year average gfrice.

¢ Average price to December 1 fsee page 3 for
detals).

price of $30.21 was §2.55 above the 1967
average price, and $5.48 above the 1962-
66 5-year average price of $24.73.

Milk prices in 1968 were slightly above
1967 levels, and $1.04 a hundredweight
higher than the 196266 average. In con-
trast, the 1968 average price for eggs was
less than the 1967 average, and about 23
percent lower than the 3-year average

1 Twelve-month average price
« Twelve-menth weighted average price.
f Carton weighs 42 pounds,

price of 35.8 cents per dozen. Wool prices
in 1968 were above 1967 prices, but lower
than the average price duting the 1962-66

peried.

Winter and fall lettuce prices wete
higher in 1968 than in previous years,
but prices for spring lettuce were down
appreciably from prices received in 1967.

Agricultural Policy

The 1965 Food and Agriculture Act, due
to expire in 1969, has been extended fot
another year. ‘This extension will allow
the present Administration more time to
consider the altetnatives available in
recommending  agricultural policies to
Congress. Whatever policies—and pro-
grams to implement these policies —are
decided upon will have two major goals:
© Insure an efficiently-produced, adequate
supply of varied food and fiber products
1o feed and clothe our citizens at a reason-
zble cost; and to alleviate rural poverty

and incresse the contributions of the rural
poor to society and to economic develop-
ment.

Agricultural policy aimed at achieving
the first goal will be directed mainly to-
wards operators of 16 percent of United
States farms—those farms with sales of
$20,000 or more, Most of these farms
have enough resources to be efficient oper-
ating units, and their furure is tied to
sgriculture as an industry. Family incomes
on these farms average fairly high on the
American scale, although return on in-
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vestment — since investment is high —
apparently is below the rate earned in
manufacturing. The cluster of problems
facing operators of these farms relates to
markets and prices. Roughly two-thirds
of the benefits of any price improvement
goes to these farmerts, for they sell two-
thitds of all products pur on the market.

Policy aimed at achieving the second
goal will be direcred mainly at operators
of 55 percent of Unired States farms—
those farms with sales of less than $5,000.
These low-volume farmers have little
prospect of earning adequate incomes
fiom agriculture. Higher prices help very
litdle because sales are so low. Employment
off the farm offers the best prospect for
better incomes and already is more im-
portant than farming in most cases.

Policy goals come from the wvalues
and beliefs of the people. The vahies
and beliefs that Americans hold in com-
mon determine what we wish for our
nation and our people. Over and over
throughout our history the American
people, through their spokesmen and at
the ballot box, have shown an almost
universal acceptance of three great policy
goals. These are (1) equality of oppor-
tunity, (2) equality of facror returns, and
{3) a minimom standard of living for
all Americans.

Equality of opportunity means that
each Arnerican should be able to develop
his inborn talents and use them to their
fullest potential. Equality of factor re-
mrns means that our economic system
should reward like resources in the same
way. Labor of a given quality should
receive the same return, whether employed
in the city or on the farm. The same
holds for capital, management, and land.
A minimum standard of living implies
that common decency and cur humanitar-
ian instincts will not allow vs to willingly
permir any Ametican to exist with less
than an acceptable level of food, dothing
and shelter.

The Presidents National Advisory
Commission on Rural Poverty expressed
the four major goals for rural areas as
follows:

1. Equality of opportunity with all

other citizens for rural America. This
must include equal access to jobs, medical
care, housing, education, welfare, and all
other public services, without regard to
race, religion, or place of residence,

2 Full employment.

3. Adequare food, shelter, clothing,
medical care, and educarion,

4 An adequace income,

There is now little doubt that major
changes are taking place in United States
agricultural policy thinking The nature
of these changes is becoming clearer, as
are their implications. Marker forces
probably will play a larger part in the
production and pricing of United States
farm products at home and abroad Efforts
are being made, and will continue to be
made, to design legislation so as to main-
rin and/or increase farm incomes. At
a time when many other countries are
trying to move away from the discipline
of the market, the United States is moving
toward it This will not be an easy task
for either.

At the same time, the United States is
concerned more than ever before with
new opportunities for rural people. Mil-
lions of farm people have been helped
very little by the commodity programs.
The most important -——and most neplecred
—aspect of policy for agriculrural ad-
justment is the task of providing oppor-
tunities for these people whose economic
prospects are limired by the onser of
science and technology in farming.

Farm Programs for the Seventies

From now until mid-1970 there will
be a great deal of thinking, speaking, and
writing about whar kind of legislation
should be passed to replace the Food and
Agticulture Act of 1965 The end resnlt
may be another extension of the present
Act, with perhaps some minor amend-
ments.

Payment limitations may be brought
up again, 2§ usual, and may be defeated
again in the Separe. Bills may be rein-
troduced to increase farmer bargaining
power, with the probable tesult of ex-
tending marketing orders to more farm
commodities and strengthening fatmer
co-ops. Futther attempts probably will
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be made to limit the amount of farm
losses thart can be written off against non-
farm income when using cash accounting
basis.

Some of the President’s farm policy
experts have indicated 2 need to phase
out some of the provisions of the present
feed grain, wheat, and cotton programs

and move toward long-term contraces o
retire more land This change of emphasis
can be done within the framework of the
1965 Act Farm programs for the 1970
probably will stay within this framework
-—s0 it is probable that present legisla-
tion, with some amendments, will be
with us in the foreseeable future,

Commodity Programs

Most of Arizona’s agricultural pro-
ducts are directly or indirectly affected by
the Federal Government's agriculmural
commodity programs. Current pro
were anthorized under the Food and Ag-
riculture Act of 1965. These programs
have been in effect since 1966 and wiil
continue through 1970.

The Food and Agricutture Act of 1965
provides for corton and feed grain pro-
grams radically different from previous
programs. 'The programs provide for
direct payments to farmers and a “one
price” provision aimed at making United
States cotton and grain prices competitive
in the watld market.

Pricing provisions of the Act provide
for a general pattern of price-support
loan levels for grains and cotton aimed
at world price levels. Cotton prices in
1866, 1967, and 1968 increasingly re-
flecred demand and supply forces in the
market.

The impact of Jower prices on income
is offser through greater emphasis op
direcr payments to participating pro-
ducers. At the same time, provisions of
the Act help avoid large carryover stocks
by striking a better balance berween pro-
duction and consumption.

Cotton (Upland)

Under the 1965 law, upland-corton al-
{otments may be leased, bought and sold
and, with certain restrictions, moved across
county lines.

Although the Food and Agriculture
Act of 1965 authorized 2 4-year corton
program, growers must decide each year
through a marketing quota referendum

whether or not they want the program
continned. Quotas were approved for
1969.

The most important aspect of the 1986,
1967, and 1968 cotton programs was the
reversal of the upward trend of the cotton

surplus.

Arizona cotton producers in these 3
years cut their planted acreage of cotton
by almost one-third. This heavy partici.
pation in the cotron program resulted in
cotton producers receiving abour $42
millicn in government income-supporting
payments in 1967, and an estimated $377
million in 1968 (Table 2, below).

There was increased activity in 1968
in buying, selling, and transferring cotton
allotments. There was continued shifting
of cotron production to less hazardous
and lower cost production areas withia
the state.

When the cotten program authorized
by the Food and Agriculture Act of 1963
went into operation, there was an alltime

TABLE 2. Estimated Government
Payments Received by

Arizona Farmers in 1967

and 1968,
PAYMENT

PROGRAM 1967 1968
{million dollars)

Cottan 42.2 37
Feed Grains and Wheat 1.5 2.4
Agrieviura) Conservation 1.8 1.8
Other B 1.9
Tetal £6.3 43.8
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high carryover of 16.6 million bales of
upland cotton.

There was extremely high facmer par-
ticipation in the 1966, 1967, and 1968
programs. This, coupled with an abnormal
weather cycle and insect infestation, ac-
complished the supply adjustment in two
yeats rather than the expected four.

The 1969 cotton program is designed
1o produce sufficient cotron to meer ex-
pected demand and to encourage the
production of a higher percentage of the
medium and longer staple lengths now in
short supply.

There will be no required acreage di-
version and no diversion payments for
1969. A farmer will not be tequired to
reduce his acteage below the farm’s acre-
age allorment. Any farmer who signs up
in the program and maintains his con-
serving base will receive a 1969 price
support payment of 14.73 cents é)er pound
times his projected yield on 65 percent
of his allotment. The 1968 rate was
12.24 cents per pound. He is also eligible
for price support loan of 2025 cents per
pound (average location on middling
one-inch) produced on his farm. There
is a special provision for small farms with
allotments of 10 actes or less. In addition
to the price-support payment on 65 per-
cent of allotment, small farms will also
receive a payment of 11.26 cents per
pound times the projected yield on 33
percent of the allotment.

Cotton (American-Egyptian)

Price support will be available to eli-
gible growers who do not exceed their
acreage allotments at the full level of
support. The full level of support includes
the price-support loan rate and the price-
SUppOrt payment,

The 1969 level of support was not an-
nounced in time to include in this report.
Price-support loan for the 1968 crop
averaged 40 cents per pound and the
price-support payment was 869 cents per
pound (this totals 65 percent of pariry).

A farmer who exceeds his acreage
allotment will be subject to a quota
penalty on his “excess” extra-long-staple
cotton and will forfeit the price-support
payment and eligibility for loan.

The ELS program’s legislation provides
that if the Secretary of Agriculrure deter-
mines that it would oot impair the ef.
fective operation of the alloment pro-
gram, he may permit transfers of ELS
cotton allotments. The Secretary deter-
mined that transfers are authorized for

1969.

ELS cotton allorments may be trans-
ferred by sale, lease, or to ancther farm
by the owner. The latter may be perman-
ent or temporary. Leases and temporary
owaer transfers may be for any number
of years to which the parties agree.

Feed Grains and Wheat

Arizona feed grain producers in 1968
participated in the feed-grain program
to about the same extent as the year
before,

The most significant fact about the
feed-grain sitvation was the elimination
of the food- and feed-grain surplus by
mid-1966. Many factors contributed to
emptying the elevators and warchouses.
Droughr in India caused record Uhnited
States whear shipments to the subcontin-
ent; dry weather reduced some United
States yields; war in Asia caused unusual
food demand; and operation of United
States commaodity programs over the past
5% years held land out of production
and allowed the Commodity Credit Cor-
poraticn to move surpluses into use.

The 1967 feed-grain and wheat pro-
grams were designed to inctease produc-
tion instead of decreasing prodnction,
Increased production was believed to be
necessaty w meer the needs of United
States food and feed requirements at home
and abroad. The planned 1967 increased
production believed to be necessaty to
meet United States commicments, aided
by optimum growing condirions here and
abroad, resulted in surpluses. The United
States 1967 grain crop was up 12 percent
and the wheat crop 19 petcent over 1966,

The 1968 and 1969 feed-grain pro-
grams were designed to help firm up
crop prices and reduce holdover stocks
Price-support loan levels under the 1969
program are expected to be at about the
1968 level: for corn, $1.05 per bushel;
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sorghum, $1.61 per hundredweight.

Program-incentive payments will con-
tinue, probably at 30 cents per bushel for
corn and 53 cents per hundredweight for
sorghum, based on planted acreage up to
one-half the farm base times projected

feld,
’ Other key provisions of the 1969 feed-
grain program ate:

1. Required acreage diversion to cop-
serving use to qualify price-support loans
and payments will be 20 to 25 percent of
the farmer’s base acreage of corn and
sorghum. No diversion payment will be
made for this minimum diversion, except
for small farm acreages.

2. Additional acreage diversion is pos-
sible up to a total of 50 petcent of the
base or 25 acres, whichever is larger —
the same as in 1968. The acreage diversion
payment tate probably will be at 45 per-
cent of the towal price support times the
projected yield.

Conserving base features in 1969 are
the same as in 1968. Substitution pro-
visions relating to wheat and feed grain
acleage are continued,

Barley, induding malting barley, is con-
sidered a feed grain in 196%. The naticnal
average loan rate for barley will be $083
and the price support payment rate will
be 80.20 per bushel.

Comprehensive Community Resource

Development

For decades, rural communities have
been educating and training their youth
who then, becanse they cannot find satis-
factory local jobs, move to the city. Such
drains of brainpewer, manpower, and in-
vestments in education have left deep scars
on the faces of smaller communities. De-
tetiorating public services, empty build-
ings, and a shrinking economic base are
the results, Because of this exodus from
the country, cities are becoming increas-
ingly concerned with crowding, poverty,
slums, defeatism, crime, strife, pollurion
of all kinds, and expensive transportation
systems.

As a resule of the above problems, both
raral and urban leaders have become
keenly interested in their commuaities.
These leaders have raised such questions
as: “Are slums necessary?” “Why can’t
we develop some manufacturing in the
rural areas and stabilize the small com-
munities, while alleviating the crowding
of the cities?”

These and similar questions have caused
increased interest in comprehensive or
tocal resource development. This epproach
includes human resources, natural re.
sources, job development, recreation, pol-
lution controls, and improvements in the

wansportation and communication  sys-
tems. But even more important is that
it attempts to place all problems of the
given community into proper perspective
and focus.

Comprehensive community develop-
ment usually embraces racher large geo-
graphic areas containing businessmen and
farmers, towns and countrysides, industry
and agriculrure, community services and
roads, and above all, better opportunities
for people.

Many colleges of The University of
Arizona have become involved to 2 limited
extent in helping leaders of areas and
communities do a berter job in planning
for and developing their resources. They
have helped towns, counties, and muldi-
county areas study their resources, organ-
ize for action, develop plans for improve-
ment, and carry out projects. Examples
of projects supported or carried out by
the local people include: comprehensively
analyzing and planning for the commun-
ity area, holding training workshops in
Community Resource Development, de-
veloping water supplies, selecting roads
for improvement and development, and
obuining new industry.

For comprehensive planning and de-
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velopmens, the multicounty approach
seems best. Such an approach allows bet-
rer utilization of the varied resources of
the area and helps keep overhead costs
low. Two ateas for comprehensive com-
munity development are now active: one
comprises all of Navajo and Apache
Counties, plus contiguous Indian Reser-
vation lands, with offices at the Fair-
grounds in Holbrook; the other area en-
compasses generally Pinal and Gila
Counties, with offices in the Pima-
Coolidge Building in Coolidge.

‘Workshops, conferences and ocher “how
to do it” programs may be applied to 2
county, 2 town, or even parts of a city.
During 1968, major efforts were oriented
toward comprehensive development, rec-
teation, community planning, and indus-
trial development,

Other important actions during the past
year were (1) exrending the Cooperative
Extension Service into the Indian reset-
vations through a contract with the Burean
of Indian Affairs (BIA), (2) aiding the

Governor's office in developing a state
plan for agriculture, and (3) aiding the
Four Corners Economic Development
Region in developing guidelines for local
area participarion in the Four Corners
Regional Program.

The Four Corners Economic Develop-
ment Region, developed by an Act of
Congress, includes the majot portions of
land areas of Urah, Colorade, New
Mexico, and Atrizona. In Arizona, counties
included in the region are Mohave, Yav-
apai, Coconino, Navajo, Apache, Green-
lee, Graham, Gila, and Pinal. This pro-
gram emphasizes economic development;
however human development is also an
important part. During 1968, this pro-
gram was in the process of formadon and
only a few projects were funded through
it. it will become a much more important
part of tha life of the people within the
boundaries of the counties listed as more
funds are made available and projects
within this atea are funded and carried
out,

Water'

The total surface-water diversions and
groundwater pumpage in Arizona during
19672 was 7.986,000 acre-feet, of which
about 703,000 acre-feet were retutned to
the Colorado River toward fulfilling treary
commitments to Mexico. This is 2 roral
volume of about 816,000 acre-feer more
than during 1966, and more than any
previous year on record, Most of this
water, 25 in past years, was withdrawn
for irrigation use.

Of this total diverted and pumped
supply, abour 2,835,000 acre-feet were
diverted from surface screams. This is

iThe figures reported hersin as to surface-water
diversions, grourdwater withdrawals, etc., are taken
from the Annual Report on Groundwater in Arixena,
Spring 967 to Spring 1968, The Gaological Jurvey,
U.5. Department of the [nterior and the Arizona State
Land Department Cooperating, Januvary 1969,

2 The yesr 1967 refers to the period from Cetober
{1966 ihruugl}gsﬁ%ptemg;r 1961?;;80:‘ surface ;“mr a:}d
rom Sprin ta Spring or groundwater, In
aach c:;e gonsidered by the Survey to be tha “1967
water year.

about 233,000 acre-feet less than in 1966,
but about comparable to the amounts
diverred for use in previous years. The
Colorado River provided about 1,631,000
acre-feet of the rotal, about the same a5 in
1966. The Gila drainage system provided
about 1,204,000 acte-feer, down about
250000 acre-feet from 1966,

Total groundwater pumpage in 1967
was sbout 5,151,000 acre-feet, larger by
about 160,000 acre-feet than in 1961 (the
previous high), and about 970,000 acre-
feet more than in 1966, the year of the
least toral pumpage since 1952. The
1967 volume was abour a half million
acre-feet more than the average annual
volume pumped during the fourteen-year
period, 1953-1966, inclusive.

It is too early to know whether the
large increase in pumpage in 1967 is the
start of ¢ new trend. However, this seems
likely when one considers that the sizable
increase in 1967 occurred in the presence
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of 2 plentiful surface-wacer supply, and
an irrigated acreage that was increasing
after several years of lesser acreages. The
large increase in pumpage in 1967 oc-
cuered in spite of an irrigated acreage
that was not as latge as existed in the years
1952-54 and 1958-60. During those yeats,
about the same volume of sutface water
was diverted for use as in 1967.

What then accounted for the increased
withdrawal of groundwater during 19677
Was it increased acteages of heavy water-
using crops, increased applications to
crops in general, increased nonirrigation
uses of water, or did it zeflect only 2 more
accurate and complete inventotying of
water uses by the data-gathering agencies?
The Geological Survey reports that only
about 120,000 acre-feet of the increase
can be accounted for by more accurate
and complete data, leaving some 350-
450000 acre-feet of the increase to be
accounted for.

Some light is thrown on these questions
by the pumpage volumes in the two
groundwater areas where the largest vol-
ume has always occurred and still does—
the Salt River Valley and the Lower 3anta
Cruz. In neither of these areas did the
pumpage volume increase in 1967 com-
pate to prior years. In the Salt River
Valley, withdrawa! increased compared to
1965 and 1966, but did not retur to the
annnal volumes of zny year between 1950
and 1964 inclusive, In the Lower Santa
Cruz, where the 1967 purnpage was also
greater than in 19635 and 1966, it did not
increase beyond the volume that character-
ized the years 1953-1964.

These figures indicate that the 1967
increase in statewide pumpage took place
in other areas of the state. Irrigated acre-
age has held remarkably constant for many
years in the Salt River Valley (though it
was down in 1964-1966, it increased in
1967 to its former annual levels). Thus,
it seems that urbanization and increased
nonirrigation uses of groundwater cannoe
account for the 1967 increase in statewide
pumpage. ‘The increase must have oc-
curred in other newly developing ground-
water-irrigated areas

The continued and incteasing volume
of pumpage in excess of groundwater
recharge was accompanied by further,
in some instances accelerated, declines in
groundwater levels. In the Salt River
Valley, the groundwater level rose 4 feet
in one subarea, held constant in two, and
fell 3 to 5 feet in two others. The rate
of decline in this basin continued to lessen
as it had during the immediately preceding
years In the Lower Saata Cruz gasin, the
average decline in the groundwater level
duting 1967 was from 13 to 45 feet in
three sub-basins, rates of decline about
comparable to those of the previous 8 to
10 years, Other areas now show up as
besins of rapid groundwater decline—
the Avra Valley, the San Simon Basin, the
Waterman Wash area, the Harquzhalz
Plaips, and the McMullen Valley.

Sutface-water storage in Arizona at the
end of 1968, as shown in Table 3, exclud-
ing Colorado River storage, was up 185,
000 acre-feer over the previous year-end,
and was about 250 percent of the long-
time average year-end storage. All of

TABLE 3. Usable Stored Contents of Reservoirs in Arizona.

Dacember 31, Docomber 31, Longtime

RESERVOIRS 1967 1968 Average
{acre-faet)

San Carlos (Gila River} 289,000 498,000 114,500

(39 years)

Combined Storage—Salt and Verde System 1,492,000 1,468,000 675,900

{58 years)

Colorado River Storage—Lakes Maad & Mohave 14,707,000 16,862,000 18,2;&,000

(33 years)
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this 1968 increase in within-state storage
occurred in the San Catlos Reservoir; the
Sale-Verde system of reservoirs was
actually down slightly in volume in stor-
age from the 1967 year-end.

The San Carlos Reservoir now holds
2 volume of stored warer that is 435
percent of its longtime average year-end
storage, whereas the Salt-Verde system
contains a volume that js 217 percent of
its longtime average. The state enters
1969 in vety good shape insofar as meet-
ing its surface-water demnands are con-
cerned, a condition with which it has
been blessed since the opening of 1966,
the “year of the big runoff.”

The volume of water in storage on the
Colorado River continues to be quire
stable (up 760,000 acre-feer during 1968)
and fully ample to meet the needs of
1969.

The development in respect to water
during 1967 of greatest popular interest
in Arizona was the final passage by Con-
gress and approval by the President of
legislation authorizing Federal planning
and construction of the Central Arizrona
Project. Final passage and approval fol-
lowed a third of a century of failures and
frustrations by Arizenans, battles berween
Colorado Basin states and within the
Congress, and 2 long drawn-cut legal
battle before the TUnited States Supreme
Courr.

However, the battle to tutn the authori-
zation for the Project inte acrual water
deliveries is by no mezns over, as appro-
priations for it still must be made by the
Congtess. These may be as difficult 1o

get as was the authorizing legislation. In
addition, it is now estimarted that though
the Project may deliver in excess of
2,000,000 acre-feet per year into central
Arizopa within ren years after construc-
tion starts, the volume delivered will de-
cline after a decade or two and by eatly
in the next century may not amount to
more than 500,000 acre-feet annually.
Even at deliveries of two million acre-
feet, the CAP wil! not “solve” Atizons’s
water problem and at 2z half million acre-
feer it surely will not do so Hence, in
addition to efforts to secare appropriations
for the Project, 25 much time, effort, and
money must go into finding other ways
to augment the State’s usable water sup-
plies and to increase the economic efhici-
ency of their use,

Ta this end, preliminary steps that may
lead 10 a statewide water policy have been
initiated by the Arizonz Inrer-State Stream
Commission and a program of compre-
hensive reconnaissance river basin water
resource planning studies covering 2l
river basins in Arizona and in the entire
Pacific Southwest has been initiated by
the Pacific Southwest Inter-Agency Com-
mittee {PSIAC) under the general guid-
ance of the United States Water Resources
Council. Arizona is reptesented on the
PSIAC. In addition, The University of
Arizona, through its many research de-
partments, colleges, and instirutes is con-
tinuing its research into technological,
economic, governmental, and social prob-
lems related to water development and
use in order to assist in the search for
wiys to overcome the Srate’s continuing
water problem.

Labor

Pollowing a slight rise in total agricul-
tural employment in 1967, farm labor
employment dropped slightly in 1968.
A shortened cantaloup - harvest season
in Yuma County, the reduction of acre-
age of fall lettuce in central Arizona, and
the use of fewer handpickers in cotton
harvest combined to reduce the toral

numbet of migratory workers. However,
while intrastate workers were fewer, there
was a small increase in usage of interstate
wotkers due to increased sugar-beet acre-
age in Cochise County. The number of
tegular hired (year-around) wotkers in-
creased about 3 percent during the year
while the pumber of farm operators con—
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1ABLE 4. Average Number of Per-
sons Employed in the
Arizona Agricultural La-
bor Force, 1967 and 1968,

TABLE 5. Average Wage Rates for
Selected Classes of Agni.
cultural labor, Arizona,
1967 and 1968.

YEAR WAGE RATE PER KOUR
1967 1963 TYPE OF LABOR 1967 1958
{(number) {doltars)
Proharvest Crew Labor
Statewide Total 37,900 37,700 {Hoeing, Weeding, Thinning) 1.25 1.35
Self-Employed and Irvigator 1.25 1.25
Unpaid Families 4,700 6,500 Teactor Driver 1.40 1.40
Regular Hired 14,500 15,000 Semiskilled Machine Operator
Seasanal Hired 16,700 156,200 {Cotton Picker, Combhine} 1.65 1.5

Source: Arizona State Employment Service,

tinued te decline (see Table 4, above).

Vegetable, citrus, and melon prehar-
vests and harvest presenred the largest
requurements for hand labor during the
year, A pesk seasonal work force of
abour 19,800 workers was employed
during early December, compared to about
20,800 workers at peak in June of 1967.

Average wage rates for farm labor
edged upward slightly during the year
for band operations because of competi-
tion for workers, both in hourly and piece
rates. Wages for tractor and other farm

Source [n-Season Farm Labor Reports, Arizona Stata
Employment Service

equipment operators remained at about
the same levels as in 1967 (see Table 5,
zhove).

The minimum hourly wage for agricul-
tural workers covered under amendments
to the Fair Labor Standards Ace will be
$130 effective February 1, 1969, an
increase of 13 cents per hour over the
presently  established minimum, Farm
operators using 500 man-days or more
of hired labor in any calendar quarter of
the previous year are subject to the Acr.
As shown in Table 3, only irrigator laber
was below the new minimum in 1968,

Agricultural Credit

The amount of agriculraral credit used
by Arizona farmets and ranchers in-
creased again in 1968, continuing the
upward trend of past years. However, the
partetn of increase was different it that
it wok place primarily in nonreal-estate
leans ‘The cutstanding balance of nonreal-
estate loans totaled $235.3 million January
1, 1969, 11 percent more than 2 year
eatlier and more than double the January
1, 1960 total (Table 6, page 13),

The increase in nonreal-estate credit
use during the year apparently was some-
what greater, judging from peak loan
amounts of commercial banks and loans
closed by Production Credit Associations,
The amount of loans closed by the Pro-

duction Credit Associations in Arizopa
toreled $102.8 million in 1968, compared
with $68 6 million in 1967.

Increases in crop and in machinery and
equipment Joans acounted for the increase
in nonreal-estate loans, judging from
commercial-bank-loan data. Their crop
loans outstanding Janmuary 1, 1969 were
50 percent higher than a year earlier.
Machinery and equipment loans outstand-
ing to farmers and ranchers were up one-
third, On the other hand, livestock and
poultry loans and “other” loans were
down slightly.

The amount of real-estate loans out-
standing appears to have increased a lirtle
during 1968, judging from dara available
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TABLE 6. Farm and Ranch Leans in Arizona, by Lender Group.

QUTSTANDING

1969 AS LENDER

JANUARY 1 PERCEMT OF PERCENT
LENDER GROUP 19607 19657 19684 1969b 1960 1945 1968 1969
(millions of dollars)
Monraal-Estate Loans
Commarcial Banks® 98.1 1792 1921 2148 N 1MW 112 N3
Production Credit A iath 24 130 143 157 187 121 110 &7
Other Financing Institutions d 7.2 4.2 1.4 1.5 21 36 44 K3
Farmers Home Adminisiration ¢ 14 1.6 29 331 235 206 114 1.4
Tatal 115.1 198.0 2127 2353 04 119 111 1000
LENDER
PERCENT
1968
Real-Estata Loans o
Individuals and Miscellansous 528 B58B N79 fie 437
insurance Campanies 43.5 ¥95 1045 ] 5.8
Commercial Banks 4.1 6.8 94 103 251 151 11 EE
Federal Land Bank 163 221 342 365 224 1656 10T 134
Farmers Homa Administration 1.9 2.1 1.7 e 6
Total 1186 1964 2697 et 100.0

» Ageicuftural Finance Review, Economic Raesearch
Sarvice, USDA

¥ Preliminary
¢ Excludes loans guarantead by CCC,

for commercizl banks and the Federal
Land Bank (Table 6, above). Lenders
report that real-estate loan exrensions
and loan reamortizations were up in 1968,
but that new loan volume was down.
Federal Lznd Bank loans closed in Arizona
totaled only $53.2 million in 1968, com-
pared with $65.9 million in 1967.

Commercial banks centinue as the
primaty source of institutional nonreal-
estate credic in Arizona. They held 91.3
percent of these loans outstanding Japuary
1, 1969 (Table 6). Life insurance com-
panies and individuals and miscellaneons
lenders continue as the primary sources
of real-estate credit.

Loan delinquency was low at the be-
ginning of 1969, about the same as in
recent years. However, this does not
mean thar all is rosy in the agricultural
credit freld. As indicared above, loan ex-
tensions and reamortizations were a fac.
wor conttibuting t¢ the low delinquency
ratio in some cases. Apparently this was a
more important factor in 1968 than in
earlier yeats. Lenders generally appear to
be giving more attention to marginal
loans, encouraging those with little hope
of success to refinance elsewhere or to

4 Discounting wath the Federal Intermediste Credit
Bank The amount for 1969 includes only OFFs with
headquarters in Arizona

v ncludes “Operating,” “Emergency,” and “Emer.
gancy crop and feed loans.*

T Estimatad,

“sell out” while they still have some equity.
Lenders recognize thac lirtle service is
rendered by continuing to finance mar-
ginal borrowers who are gradually “eating
up” their equity.

The high cost of money stands our in
the Januaty 1969 agriculeural-credit pic-
ture. As 1968 drew to a close, rates on
both nonreal-estate and real-estate loans
were typicaily 7.5 percent, with some as
high as 80 percent. With the increase
in the commercial bank prime rate to
6.75 percent December 18, 1968 and w
7.0 percent January 7, 1969, rates on agri-
culmiral loans were strengthened. A
number of lenders raised their typical
rate to 7.75% percent, and the implication
was that mote of their loans would be at
8.0 percent.

High inrerest rares ate serving as a
deterrent in farm real-estate sales and loans
in the opinion of several lenders. They
report that many farmers and ranchers
are financing with short-tetm credic, hop-
ing to “get by" until lomg-term rates
decline When or if any substantial decline
will oceur is, of course, uncerrain. Many
economists see relatively high rares lasting
for several years. (See Wall Streer Journal,
November 11, 1968.)
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Valuation of Arizona’s
Privately Owned Agricultural Lands

Tn 1968, agriculoural Jands were valued
for tax purposes under 1967 and prior
legislation and administrative procedures.
These "Full Cash Values” were based in
part on market data and contained some
elements of speculative value.

The arsessed value was, by legislation,
18 percent of the “Full Cash Value.” Taxes
on agricultural land were calculated by
multiplying the assessed value by the
approptiate state, county, and local tax
rates. In 1968, for the first time, property
taxes were calculated from the “Full Cash
Values” resulting from the statewide
propetty tevaluation program,

New legislation revising the procedures
for determining “Full Cash Values” of
agricultural property became law in 1968.
In 1969, “Full Cash Valies” will be deter-
mined undet the provisions of the new
legislarion which removes the speculative
value from the wvaluation of agriculrural
lands and, in essence, provides that agri-
cultutal lands be valued for their use
value in producing agricultural products.

The State Department of Property
Valuation hes developed appraisal pro-
cedures using the capitalized equivalent
net cash rent income as one of the deter-

Field

Cotton and Cotfonseed

Arizona farmers hatvested approxi-
mately 296,000 acres of cotton in 1968
(‘Table 7, page 15). This is 21 percent
higher than the 245,000 acres harvested
in 1967. All of this increase was accounted
for by upland varseties.

Production for the state in 1968 rotaled
710,000 bales— 670,000 bales of upland
and 40,000 bales of American-Egyptian,
Upland production is 60 percent above
the 1967 crop of 420000 bales and
American-Egyptian is 16 percent zbove
last year's crop.

minants for agricultural land vakues,
along with capitalized net income from
agricultural production.  Capitalization
rate for determining 1969 wvalues is 8
percent.

According to Mz, Arlo Woolery, Di-
rector of the Depastment of Propery
Valuation, the "Full Cash Values” per
cropped acte of agriculrural land will
range from a Iow of $180 to a high of
$680 Rangeland will be valued according
to its grazing capacity, with one animal
unit per year capacity valued at abeut
$400.

Values per cropped acre will be as-
signed for each production arez in the
state. Values of individual parcels of
agricultural lands within the area will
be adjusted for variations from the area
norm in respect to water quality, availa-
bility, cost, and other factoss that affect
the economic productivity of the land.

County assessors will, within the guide-
lines and arez valnes furnished by the
Department, value the individual parcels
in their respective counties. The Depart-
ment retains review and approval rights
for all values determined by the county
ASSESSOLS,

Crops

Although rotal screage and production
for 1968 were greater than for both the
1966 and 1967 crops, they were seill
appreciably below the acreage and pro-
duction levels which prevailed duting the
15-year pertod from 1951 to 1965

The yield of upland cotton in 1968
was at 2 record high of 1,206 pounds per
acre. This 15 30 percent above last year's
yield of 928 pounds per acte. The prev-
ious highest yield was 1,162 pounds in
1962 For American-Egyptian, the yield
of 655 pounds per acre in 1968 was the
third largest on record. However, for all
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TABLE 7.

Acreage, Yield, and Production of Cotton Lint, Arizona and United

States, 1968, 1947 and 1962-66 Average.

ARIZONA UNITED STATES
Est. 1948 1967 1982-66 Est. 1968 1967 1942-66
{thousand acres)
Acraage
All Cotton 295 245 352 10,175 7.997 13,401
Upland 267 216 a0e 10,108 7,931 13,302
American-Egyptian 29 29 43 &7 &6 99
unds
Per Acre Yields (po )
All Cotton 1151 887 1,051 511 447 1,500
Upland 1,204 928 1,115 510 447 500
Americsn-Egyptian 655 574 599 551 502 537
{thousand bales}
Production-lint
All Cotton 710 454 776 10,822 7,455 13,986
Upland &70 420 712 10,745 7385 13,874
American-Egyptian 40 24 54 77 70 112

cottony combined, the 1968 yield of 1,151
peunds per acre was an all-time record
for Arizona, and for the United Stares.

Production of cottonseed in 1968
toraled 294,000 tons, 62 percent more
than the 194000 tons produced in 1967
and 40 percent higher than the 210,000
tons produced in 1956. However, as was
true for lint, cotronseed production during
the last three years was substancially below
production for the years 1959 through
1963,

Although per-acre yields and total pro-
duction in 1968 were appreciably higher
than in 1967, farm prices for cotton lint
in 1948 were substantially lower than the
previcus year. In contrast to the relatively
good demand and mill-buying activity in
1967, many farmers had difficulty in ob-
taining satisfactory price offers in 1968,
However, because of the larger crop the
value of cotton lint in 1968 is estimated
at $96 6 million and cotronseed at $15.4
million. This is a total of $112.0 million,
which is 37 percent grearer than the
value of lint and cotronseed produced in
1967

The 1969 Upland Cotton Program will,
apparently, resule in a substantial incresse
in the proportion of corton allotments
planted to cotton znd total cotton produc-
tion. This follows from the complete

elimination of the 1968 mandatory diver-
sion of 5 percent of allotments and all
payments for voluntary diversion. The
increased production will likely cause
marker prices to be near the price-support
level, which is unchanged from 1968, The
price-support payment on the projected
yield of the domestic allotment (65 per-
cent of total allotment) has been raised
from 12.24 to 14.73 cents per pound.

The downwatd trend in cotron con-
sumption continues to be a critical factor
in the long-run future for cotton. Ac-
cording to the U.S. Department of Agri-
colture data, cotton had 65 percent of
the United States fiber marker in 1960.
By 1967, cotton accounted for only 49
percent of the total, and latest official
data indicate that for 1968 cotton had
only 43 percent and man-made fbers
53 percent of the toral United States
fiber market.

Looking at the trend another way, in
1955 United States texcile firms needed
nine million bales of cotton to meet the
demand of 165 million people. During
the current cotton marketing year United
States textile mills will use slightly less
than nine mullion bales of cotton for a
population of more than 200 million.

Since 1960, per-capitz comsumption of
cotton has remained fairly stable at about
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DHIALLARS Per TON

21-23 pounds per year. In contrast, per-
capitze wse of man-made fibers has in-
creased from about 10 pounds in 1960
to almost 26 pounds in 1968. Duting
this same 9-year peciod, per-capita con-
sumption of all fibers in the United States
increased from 36 to 48 pounds.

As a resule of competitive prices and
promotion, makers of man-made fibers
have captured a large portion of both the
domestic and foreign textile markets
formerly held by United States cotton.
Thus, even though cotton prices have
declined sharply this year, United Srates
rextile makers are contipuing to use more
and more man.made fibers and cotron's
share of the total domestic marker for
fibers continues ro decline.

Alfalfa and Other Hay

The value of 2ll hay produced in Ari-
zona during 1968 was $28.8 million for
1,174,000 rons of hay, a dectease from
$34.2 mullion in 1967. This decrease
occurred in spite of increased acreage
harvested — 259,000 acres in 1968 com-
pared to 233,000 acres in 1967 —and a
higher yield of 491 tons per acte in 1968

compared to 4.82 tons in 1967. The price
per ton of all hay in 1968 was $24.50,
compared to $30.50 in 1967.

Alfalfa hay production of 1,091,000
tons was cbrained from 202,000 acres for
an average yield of 540 rons per acre.
Price per ton fell from $30.80 in 1967
to §24.70 in 1968. Alfalfa hay was 92.9
percent of rtoral hay production and
845 percent of toral hay acreage.

Grain hay was harvested from 27,000
actes, with a yield of 2 30 tons per acre.
It sold for $22 per ton on the average.
The production of all hay other than al-
falfa or grain hay accounted for 10,000
acres, yielded 2.10 tons per acre, and sold
for $21 per tor.

Prices for good quality alfalfa hay in
the Salt River Valley moved about the
same as last year (Figure 1). Prices dur-
ing July, August, and September were
low —from $19 10 $25 per ton. Prices
recovered somewhat during October, No-
vember and December, but fell $5 to $10
per ton short of last year's levels.

Yuma County hay prices followed the
Salt River Valley trends. The price pet
ton for good quality hay ranged from a
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FIGURE 1. Prites for Alfalfa Hay, 1968,
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high of $30.50 in Match to a low of
$20.50 in August and Seprember.

Price movements for this year reflect
increased concern of pesticide levels in
hay. Hay with pesticide levels above
telerance was avoided by dairymen and
by atr increased number of cattle feeders.
Conraminated hay suffered severe price
fenalties,_ while pesticide-free hay went
or premium prices.

Grain Sorghum and Barley

Sorghum harvested for grain in 1968
at 310,972 tons was the second highest
production on record, exceeded only by
last year’s record level. The yield of 2.21
tons per harvested acre is well over the
average of 2.04 tons. The value of sor-
ghum grain preduced in 1968 was $20.6
rmullion. Acteage of sorghum grain fell
shightly from 246,000 acres in 1967 to
231,000 in 1968. The price per hundred-
weight of sorghum was $2.07 in 1968,
compared with $2.14 in 1967.

Approximately 4,000 acres of sorghum
were harvested for silage, yielding 72,000
tons One thousand acres were harvested
for forage, yielding 3,000 tons.

Batley acreage increased from 187,000
acres in 1967 to 200,000 acres in 1968.
This year 176,000 actes were harvested
for grain, yielding 1.75 tons per acre, or
308,000 tons valued at $14 million. The
price per hundredweight was $2.27, down
from $2.44 in 1967,

Safflower

Arizona farmers harvested only 9,000
acres of safflower in 1968, down 91 per-
cent from the 96,000 actes in 1967.
Yields in 1968 were 2,650 pounds per
acre, 200 pounds above 1967, Total pro-
duction in 1968 was 11,900 tons.

The price in 1968 was $78 per ton,
compared to $91 per ton in 1967. The
decrease in the contract price was pri-
marily a result of large supplies of oil
crops on world markets, As a result of
lower prices and production, the value
of safflower in 1968 was only $09
million, compared to $10.7 million in
1967.

Wheat

A toral of 57000 acres of whear was
planted in 1968, of which 52,000 acres
were harvested. Yields of wheat were
up to 52 bushels per acre, an all-time
high for the state.

Wheat prices in 1968 averaged $1.32
pet bushel, compared to $1.52 in 1967.
The value of the 1968 crop was $3.6
million, compared to $3.7 million in 1967,

Corn

Acreage of corn planted for all pur-
poses was 29,000 actes in 1968, down
3,000 acres from 1967. Abowr 17,000
acres were harvested for grain. Yields
were down slightly at 32 bushels per acre.
The price per bushel increased from $1.35
in 1967 to $1.50 in 1968. The rotal value
of corn harvested for grain was $816,000
for 544,000 bushels,

Sugar Beets

The year 1968 was the second year of
operation for the Spreckels Sugar Com-
pany factory near Chandler, Arizona.
Arizona farmers harvested 17,000 acres
of sugar beets for sugar in 1968, a 50-
percen: increase over 1967.

A total of 12,100 acres of sugar beets
planted in Maricopa and Pinal Counties
in the fall of 1967 were harvested during
May, June, and July. They produced an
average of 22.% tons of beets per acre
coataining 13.0 percenr sugar. In these
counties average yields per acre were
34 percent higher in 1968 than in 1967,
the first year of commetcial production.

In Cochise, Grzham, and Greenlee
Counties, where beets were planted in the
spring and harvested in November and
December, farmers grew 4,600 acres of
beets in 1968. They yielded 14.0 tons of
beets per acre containing 143 percent
sugar. Average yields per acre in these
counties were the same as in 1967, but
the sugar content of the beets was higher.

A limired acreage was devoted to triaj
plantings of sugar beets in Pima and
Yuma counties,

The price of sugar beets de cn
two factars: (1) the price of sugat, and
(2) the percentage of sugar in the beets.

—17—



The net selling price of sugas, about $8.50
per hundred pounds, was favorable. Grow-
ers will receive, on the average, approxi-
mately $12 per ton from the sugar com-
pany, plus a government payment of
approximately $2 per iton under the
Sugar Act.

Gross income per acte from sugar
beets grown in Maricopa and Pinal
Couaties in 1968 is estimated ar about
$316 per acre, Beets grown in Cochise,
Graham, and Greeplee Counties grossed
about §192 per acre.

The actezge of sugar beets that will
be grown in Arizona for harvest in 1969
will be substantially highet than the 1968

acreage.
There are no restrictions on the acre-

age of sugar beets that may be planted in
1969. This may be the last year, how-
ever, for 2 new grtower o get into the
sugar-beer business. It is likely thar in
the future, limitations will be placed on
the acreage of sugar beets that an individ-
ual farmer can grow. Beginning with
1970 plantings, sugar-beer acreage alloc-
ments may be in effect throughout the
Unjred States. If such is the c¢sse, in-
dividual farmers will be restricted 10 a

proportionate share of the sngar-bee
acreage which they planted in 1969 and
prior yeats,

Farmers who are interested in growing
sugar beets should contact Spreckels Sugar
Company, 11800 East Superstition Road,
P.O. Box 398, Chandler, Arizona 85224,

Citrus and Grapes

The total value of Arizona citrus pro-
duction in 1967-68 was $479 million,
the highest level in the history of the
state. The new record represents an in-
crease of $26.4 million over the previous
high set in 1966-67. The abnormally good
1968 Arizona crop was a result of poor
growing conditions {freezes in California,
hurticanes in Texas, and drought in Flot-
ida) and lowet output in othet producing
states, particularly California. For example,
California orange production in 1967-68
was 13.7 million boxes below the previons
five-year average of 33.1 million boxes.

The production of oranges in Arizona
duting 1967-68 acmmally decreased by
about 20 pescent over the previous crop
year (Table 8, page 19). However, be-
cause of increased prices, total revenue
from orange production was 56 percent
above the previous year and 99 percent
above the five-year average, 1962-63
through 1966-67.

The decrease in orange production oc-
curred in Valencias. Nevertheless, the
upward trend of Valencia preduction re-
sulting from new acreage, primarily in
Yuma County, is evident from comparing
the 1967-68 dara with the average for
1962-63 through 1966-67.

Arizona grapefmit ptoduction in 1967-
68 was the highest since the mid-1940's.
The combination of increased ourput and
higher prices raised the value of grape.
fruit production $4.24 million above last
season’s extremely poor crop. The year-
to-year variation in the output and value
of Arizona grapefruit has been abnormally
large duting the past three seasons,

The upward trend in Arizona lemon
production continued in 1967-68. Output
was 16 percent above the 1966-67 level
and double the 1962-63 through 1966-67
average. Higher prices in 1967-68 pushed
the wvalue of Arizona lemon production
over the $10 million mark for the first
time, Arizona now produces about one-
fifth of the United States lemon supply.

The only Arizona citrus crop for which
the 1967-68 preduction, price, and value
decreased was tangerines. This situation
was caused by extremely hot weather dur-
ing part of the growing season, resulting
in reduced cutput and lower quality fruit.

Cirrus production estimates released in
December, 1968 for the 1968-69 Arizona
ctop indicate an increase for all types
except grapefruit. There is one caution
however; these estimates wete made prier
to the late December freeze and therefore
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TABLE 8. Arizona Citrus Production, Prices and Value.

AVERAGE
1962-1963
CITRUS THROUGH INDICATED
1966-1967  1966-19467  1967-1968  1968-196%
ORANGES
Navel and Miscetlanaous
Production {75-1b. box, 1,000 812b 860 880 1,200
Price Per Box? 3.70b 3.72 6.43 ’
Value of Production ($1,000) 2,955b 3,199 5,658
Valencias
Production {75-1b, box 1,000) 1,490 3,050 2,240 2,900
Price Per Box® 2.94 2.04 4.03 ’
Value of Production ($1,000) 4,417 6,222 9,027
Al Oranges
Production (75-1b. box, 1,000) 2,502 3,910 3,120 4,100
Price Per Box2 3.09 241 4.71
Value of Production ($1,000) 7,372 9,421 14,685
GRAPEFRUIT
Produetion {64-Ib. box, 1.000) 2,602 1,680 3,740 3,000
Price Per Box® 143 1.55 1.83
Valve of Production ($1,000) 3,789 2,604 6,844
LEMONS
Production {7&Ib. box, 1,000) 1,624 2,810 3,250 3,800
Prica Par Box? 3.19 2,99 .39
Value of Production ($1,000} 4717 8,402 11,018
TANGERINES
Production {75-1b. box, 1,000] 173¢ 200 150 200
Price Per Box? 5.44° 518 4.22
Value of Production ($1,000) 935¢ 1,034 633

& Equivalent packinghouse door retyrns.
b Includes fangerines prior to the 1954-65 season.

o Average 1964-65 through 1 R
Sourcess U 5. Department of Agnculture, Statistical
Reporting Service, Citrws Fruits by States, 1965-67 and

probably overestimate expected produc-
tion, particularly that part going into the
fresh matker. Revised estimates will be
available later in the season,

The December forecast of total United
States citrus production for 1968-69
indicates an increase from the previous
year. The estimated United States pro-
duction of all oranges, grapefruit, lemons,
and tangerines is greater than last season’s
production by 47, 30, 17 and 89 percent,
respectively. The 1968-69 crop is also
expected to exceed the 1962-63 through
1966-67 average by 46, 35, 21 and 59 pet-
cent for all oranges, grapefruir, lemons,
and tangerines, respectively.

Since Arizona citrus prices are highly
dependent on the level of production in
other producing areas, the predicted in-

1967-68; Production, Use, Value, Washington, DP.C.,
October 19468,

U5 Depariment of Agrlculture, Arizona Crop and
Livestock Reporting Service, Citrus Report—December
1, 1968, Phoenix, December 12, 1968.

creases in California and Florida produc-
tion will probably lead to less favorable
prices for Arizona producers. However,
as previously mentioned, the above esti-
mates do not include the effect of frost
damage in California and Florida during
late December. Once this damage has
been thoroughly evaluated, the outlook
for the remainder of the season may
change substantially. It is now anticipated
that a larger proportion of the crop will
have to be diverted to processing, thereby
raising the price for fresh fruit.

Grape production in Arizona was 13,
600 tons in 1968, down 5 percent from
the 14,300 tons produced in 1967. The
1968 crop was also less than the average
for 1962-66 by 300 tons. Unofficial esti-
mates of grape prices indicate an average
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price of $391 per ton in 1968; this
compares with a $376 average price in
1967. Gross sales in 1968 were $5.3 mil-
lion, down slightly from the §5.4 million
level of 1967. Approximately 4,500
acres of grapes ate grown in Arizona.
Although the last 2 years have resulted
in favorable prices for Arizona grapes,

Vegetables

Arizona produced an $813 million
vegetable and melon crop in 1968. This
is a 7-percent decrease from the §87.3
mullion crop in 1967. The reduced gross
income situation resulted from a decrease
in the value of production of early spring
lerruce, cantaloups, green onions, cabbage,
and caulifiower (Table 9, below). The
decrease was partially offser by bigher
values for winter and late fall letruce,
poratoes, watermelons, dry onions, carrots,
broccoli, and miscellaneous fruits, veg-
etables, and melons.

the future of the grape industry in the
state is still uncerrain. Higher costs, par-
ticularly for labor and meterials, have
reduced ner retutns except in abnormal
seasons such as during the past two years.
Also, most producing districts in Arfzona
are at a disadvantage when compared to
the earlier production and marketing sea-
son in the Coachella Valley of California.

and Melons

With the exception of green onions and
miscellaneous fruits, vegetables, and mel-
ons, data on value of production shown
in Table 9 are for the entire state for the
calendar year. Data on acreage and pro-
duction by district within the state, how-
ever, ate available only by crop vear.
Thus, datz on lertuce production in Table
10 (page 21) do not show the fall 1968
crop slthough this has been included in
the value estimates in Table 9 (below),

Figures on carlot shipments, likewise,
are available only on a crop-year basis.

TABLE 9. Valve of Major Arizona Vegetables and Melons.

VALUE OF PRODUCYION

AVERAGE
FRODUCT 1968 19672 1962-1966
{thousand of dellars)

Lettuce 42,621 49,285 49,265
Cantaloup? 13,171 14,730 14,819
Potateas 77 6,894 5,873
Watermelons 2,074 1,993 1,477
Onions, Dry 3,338 3,153 2,574
Onions, Greant 4,173 4,365 d
Carrots 3,965 2,585 2,405
Broceoli A48 35 451
Cabbage 1,03% 1,170 955
Cavliflower 500 520 516
Miscallaneous Fruits,

Vagelables, and Melons® 2,602 2,277 ]

* Revised,

U Includes honeydews,

o Crop yeat; i,e., 1967-1968 and 1966-1967.

4 Data net avaslable.

Sourcas: For all preducts except green oniens and
misc getables, . Department of Agricui-
ture, Arizona Crop and Llvestock Reporting Service,
Commercial Vegetable A I % Y, © .

1968 and Annual Crop Svmmary — 1968, Phoenix,
December 20 and 24, 1968, Value of production for
green onions and miseallansous fruits, vafqetablcs an

malens computed by tha Deparment o Angcui?ural
Economics, The University of Arizena, with assistance
of the Arizopa Frult and Vegetable Standardizatien
Sarvice and the Fedsral-State Market News Service.
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TABLE 10. Arizona Lettuce Preduciion.

PRODUCTION
DISTRICT AND SEASCN 1967-1968 1966-1967
(acres) {cartons) {acras) {cartons)
Central
Salt Rivar Valley, Harquahala, and Eloy
Eall 12,341 4,955,663 14,288 5,592,856
Spring 15,507 6,586,549 15,175 5,840,900
Aguila
Fall 782 ADD, 798 910 472,823
Spring 400 233,857 880 584,290
Eastern
Willcox
Fall 921 338,286 1,326 572,198
Spring 1,360 400,685 754 507,614
Western
Yuma
Winter 13,364 5,973,775 15,706 6,773,672
Postan and Parker
Eall 567 305,868 500 233,490
Spring 444 214,875 255 110,405
Total 45,688 19,410,556 49,794 21,688,248
Sources: Arizona Fruit and Vegetable Stendardiza- Anzona Fruit and Vegetable Standardization Service,

tion Service, Annual Report, Arizona Fruits and Veg-
srables, Crop Year 19467-1968, Phoanix, October 1968.

The Arizona vegetable, melon, and fruit
(excluding citrus) industry shipped a
total of £1,587 carlots during 1967-68,
down 2,662 carlots from 1966-67.

Lettuce

For the spring lettuce deal of central,
gastern, and western Arizona, acreage in-
creased by 649 acres; bur due ro yield
decreases, production decreased by about
607,000 cartons below the spring 1967
level (Table 10). Because of lower prices
and production, the value of sgring lerruce
production decreased by $10.6 million be-
low the previous year's crop. Spring let-
tuce sold for an average ptice of §2.08
per carton in 1968, as compared to §2.27
for 1968 winter letruce and $3.20 for
spring lettuce in 1967,

Preliminary reporrs on the fall 1968
lettuce crop indicate a 500-acre reduction
from the fall 1967 harvested acreage.
However, the 13,600 actes harvested in
the fzll of 1968 is 4,660 acres less than
the S-year average, 1962 through 1966.
Prices wete up slightly over the fall 1967
level, $2.48 versus $2.31. As a result, toral
returns from the fall 1968 crop were

Annual Raport, Arizona Froits and Vegstables, Crop
Year 1966-1947, Phoenix, October 1947,

almost identical with 1967 (less than 1
percent increase).

Cantaloup and Other Melons
The acreage of spring cantaloups in-
creased for the first time in several years.
However, the increase was small—700
acres—and the 11,600 acres harvested in
1968 was substantially below the recent
S-year average of 16,920 acres. The aver-
age price for spring cantaloups decreased
from $9.70 per hundredweight in 1967
ro $8.10 in 1968. Even though acreage
and production were higher in 1968, the
lower average price resulted in an 11-
percent decrease in total revenue,
Aboutr 75 percent of Arizona’s annual
melon production is in spring cantaloups.
The remaining 235 percent includes eacly
summer watermelons (listed separately in
Table 9), early summer honeydews, and
early summer and late-fall cantaloups.

Potatoes

Arizona produced 2,323,000 hundred-
weights of potatoes from 10,100 acres in
1968 compared to 2,725,000 hundred-
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weights from 10,900 actes in 1967, How-
ever, the declines in acreage and produc-
tion were offset by a higher average price,
$3.15 per hundredweight in 1968 com-
pared to $2.53 in 1967. As a resul, total
tevenue from potatoes in 1968 was about

6 percent higher than in 1967 (Table 9).

The percentage of potatoes going into
manufacruring continues to increase — 64
percent of the crop in 1968 compared to
52, 59 and 48 percent for 1967, 1966 and
1963, respectively.

Livestock and Livestock Products

Beef Cattle

Cash receipts from the sale of cattle and
calves in Arizona during 1968 were esti-
mated at approximately $199 million,
which represented an increase of nearly
$9 million over 1967. This increase was
due to 2 combination of a higher volume
of sales and better prices. During the 12-
month period ending November 30, 1968,
price of Choice 900-1100 pound slaughter
steers at Phoenix averaged $26.82
hundredweight, compared to $25.64 the
previous year, Prices were generally higher
and more srable than in the previous two
years {Figure 2).

Feeder.cartle prices also were higher
in the past 12 months than in the previous
two years, reflecting the improvements in
fat-cattle markets. Good 550-750 pound
stocker and feeder steers at Phoenix aver-
aged $24.92 per hundredweight vs. $23.86
for 1967 and a slightdy lower level in
1966. Good 300-550 pound stocker and
feeder calves at an average of $27.61 per
hundredweight exceeded the previous year
by neatly $200. Weekly average prices
for the latter group ranged from a low
of $2625 per hundredweight in January
to 2 high of §29.12 in Jupe.

Inshipments of cattle and calves duting
the 12 months ending October 31, 1963
amounted to 674,529 head. This was
nearly 11 percent more than for the prev-
ious 12-month petiod. Shipments of
cattle and calves out of the state for the
12 months ending October 31, 1968
amcunted to 706,459, which was about
10 percent less than the previous I12-
month period.

Although numbers shipped into the
state rose nearly 11 percent and those

DOLLARS
Per CWT

30

22

l
J FM A M S J A S
Weaks

FIGURE 2. Phoenix Prices for Choice
Staughter Steers, 900-
1100 Pounds, by Weeks,

1966-68.

shipped out fell by 10 percent, the aum-
bers on feed in 1968 did not change
significantly from 1967. Increased place-
ments in Qctober 20d November, however,
pushed the number on feed to a high of
429000 head as of December 1, 1968.
During the 12-month pericd ending
November 30, 1968, cattle feeders mat-
keted 680,000 head of far cattle from
Arizona feedlows, compared to 656,000
in the preceding 12 months and 619,000
two years ago.

A major change has occurred in cartle
slaughter in the state. From November 1,
1967 through October, 1968, cattle slaugh-
tered were 375400 head, or 54 percent
more than the previous 12-month period.
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There were 47,000 cattle slanghtered in
Qctober in Arizona plants — more than
double the number for Ocrober, 1967.
These increases are largely a function of
the opening of one new plaat in the Phoe-
1n{x area.

The past yeatr has been favorable for
the cartle industry generally, Prices have
been relatively good for far catde and
feeders. More stability has been partly
a result of mote ordetly marketing and
partly from continued strong demand.
Numbers on feed have grown substantially
in 1968. Cattle and calves on feed October
1, 1968 in the 32 major states toraled
9,506,000 versus 8,588,000 a year earlier,
ot nearly 11-percent increase. A continua-
tion of this trend, plus an anticipated
slackening in the growth of consumer in-
comes, could result in a weaker market

for 1969.

Sheep and Wool

Cash receipts from sales of sheep and
lambs in Atizona in 1968 amounted to
over $4.7 million. This represented an
increase of nearly $100,000 over the
previous yeat.

The number of sheep and lambs on
feed January 1, 1969 was 72,000 head.
This was 1,000 less than a year earlier.
‘The lamb ctop was estimated ar 240,000
head, compared to 264,000 for 1967 and
291,000 for 1966. The 1968 lamb crop
for the United States was estimated to
be down 4 percent from 1967

With the reduced lamb crop, slaughter-
ings have been below previous year levels.
In Arizona ftom Janvary 1, 1968 through
November, slanghterings were only 13,-
400 head, down from 15,600 head for the
same period the previous year. However,
even with the reduced slaughter the in-
ventory of total sheep and lambs in the
United States is expecred to have declined
5 to 7 percent during 1968.

The number of sheep shorn in Arizona
.during 1968 is estimated ar 441,000 head,
about 3,000 less than in 1967. The aver-
age weight per fleece, estimated at 6.9
pounds, was two-tenths of a pound less
than 1967. The reduction in numbers
and lighter fleeces resulted in wool pro-

duction of only 3,037,000 pounds, as
compared to 3,154,000 in 1967. However,
wool sales were up about 2 percent aver
the previous year ar $1,151,000. Both
production and total value continue to
trend downward for the United States.
Shorn wool production for the United
States in 1968 is estimated to be down
about 7 percent from 1967.

Prices of fed and spring lambs have
been generally higher in 1968 than in
1967. Choice spring lambs, 75-105
pounds at Phoenix were priced at $27.25
1o $27.50 in March and April of 1968,
whereas they were §22.00 to $24.00 for
the same period in 1967. Shorn lambs
were §19.00 in February, 1967 but sold
for $24.25 to $24.75 in the same month,
1968. Choice slaughter-lamb prices in
Western markers rose above $29.00 in
April, 1968, which was about 20 percent
over the previous year. In August, prices
declined to less than $24.00, near the
1967 level, but from August to November

rices climbed again. October prices, near
526 00, were once more above the prev-
ious year by about $3.50 per hundred-
weight.

The sheep and lamb invenrory in the
Unijted States has declined continuously
since 1960 from 33.2 million o 22,1
million on Jarmary 1, 1968. A further
decline is estimated for 1968. Sheep and
lambs on feed in 26 major states have
declined from 4.4 million in 1961 to 2.9
million in 1968. As 2 resnlt of the decline
in production, per capita supplies of lamb
and mutton are at record low levels, esti-
mated to be less than 3.9 pounds in 1968.

Pouliry and Eggs

Sales of poultry and eggs in Arizona
during 1968 reached $6.2 million, com-
pared to $67 million in 1967, The
major source of income from poultry was
from eggs, with sales of $53.6 million
compared to $6.0 million in 1967,

The decrease in dollar sales was asso-
ciated with lower egg prices, lower cull
rates, 2nd fewer turkeys raised. Egg prices
averaged 27.1 cents per dozen in 1968,
whereas in 1967 the average price was
284 cents. Prices for turkeys increased
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from 20 cents a pound in 1967 to 22
cents in 1968.

The average cumber of laying hens
decreased from 12 million in 1967 to
1.1 million in 1968. Production per hen
increased from 211 to 218 eggs per yeat
and total egg production reached 246
milion eggs in 1

Dairy

This year cash teceipts from dairying in
Arizona are estimated to be $38.5 million.
The sale of milk and milk products ac-
counted for $34 8 mullion, while the saie
of dairy cows and calves accounted for
the remainder. The volume of milk sold
was up from 549 mullion pounds in 1967
to 556 million pounds in 1968,

Prices received by farmers for milk
averaged $6.26 per hundredweight. This
price is a weighred average for all milk
and not a blend price for 3.5-percent milk.

Sales of producer milk under Federal

TABLE 12. Packaged Class 1 Milk
Preducts which Contain
Vegetable Fat Processed
and Distributed by Handl-

ers under Order 131,

YEAR
MONTH 1966 1967 1968
{thousand pounds of praduct)
January 691 1,872
Febryary 759 2,293
March 945 2,779
April 894 2,841
May 964 3,12%
June 9332 3,094
July 989 3,478
August 1,185 3,812
September 1,392 3,609
October 438 1,547 3,768
Nevember 597 1,598 3,560
December 626 1,700

TABLE 11. Number of Milk Producers by State and Counties, Daily Average
Preduction per Farm, and Percent of Production by Counties
Regulated by Federal Order 131,

DAY AVERAGE FRODUCTION

PRODUCERS FER FARM TOTAL DELIVERY
JUNE JUNE JUNE JUNE JUNE JUNE
AREA 1968 1967 1768 1967 1968 1967
{numbar} {hounds) {percent)
Arizona
Cochise 5 5 3,073 3,005 11 1.0
Graham 5 5 2,945 3,010 1.1 1.0
Maricopa 153 164 5919 7121 78.3 798
Pima 4 4 15,210 14,092 4.5 39
Pinal 5 5 5,647 4,619 21 1.6
Yavapai 5 7 2,937 5,552 1.1 27
Yuma, Greanlee,
and Santa Crux a 4 391 3,335 9 9
Total 180 194 89.6 %0.9
California
Imperial and Riverside & [ 23,232 22,209 10.4 9.1
Total 186 200 100.0 100.0
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Order 131, Central Arizona were divided
as follows: 811 percent, Class I; 94
percent, Class If; and 9.3 percent, Class
[II The proportvion of Class | sales in-
creased 5 percent over 1967. The Class
IIT petcentage decreased about 7 percent.

The producers reported under the Ped-
eral Order decreased to 182 in November,
1968. This compares to 192 producers in
1967. The number of producers, theit
daily avetage production, and location
are shown in Table 11 (page 24). The
wrend toward fewer producers occurred
together with a trend toward increased
herd size. DHIA average cow years per
herd increased from 205 in 1967 to
210 in 1968,

Production per cow for DHIA Test
herds was 12,040 pounds per year at 4
percent butterfar. The culling rate was
30.2 percent. This was broken down as
follows: 26.1 percent sold for beef, 3.0
percent died, and 1.1 percent sold for
dairy purposes

The sales of filled milk in the Federal
Order 131 area are shown for 1967 and
1968 in Table 12 {page 24). Monthly
sales in 1968 were ar least double the
monthly sales in 1967. However, sales in
the lacter months of 1968 declined frem
the August high of 3812 pounds, indicat-
ior&g that the sales of filled milk are leveling
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Thix publication is iasued hy the
Cooperetive Extonslon Service and
the Agriczltural Experiment Ststion

of The Iniverslty of Arivona. BEep
your lomal County Extenslon Agent
foe addltiona] informetion.




sdoiz puep Ap pue pajeSul yloq dory euczuy syl wely ejeg  aungsed u_u:mu:_ U w20 §

SIPAPY]  PRICU 3SIMIALYIC S5a[UN BUOZLIY “XIUGSY "S01AST sadlA; ouLaBURl PUB SRUNISEUERL SBPADU| 4 paseq saBEoide Aunody ‘7941 ‘LE 1snBhy papue Jeap o
Sundodsy yiouaAl| pue dol) Buozy ey  B2nog SIUaBY [wInnouBy AluncD)  83unog afwio) pue ebejts
spusby |eanj|n3 5UIBY AJUNOT PUR S3IAJSS UCHEZI  JOJ PSiSaAley aBealoR woly W Spnppur Jou $a0( g
+UBY Auno] wolp pus adasag Bunsoday ¥o0ISAAIL pUR -DUIRPURIS S{GRIBGIA PUR 4INLL YSal4 UOZLY WO RiEp Uo  aBEI03 PUR 3 BUT ‘WESb 1o} paisenley aBeane sepnbul ¥
0ZG'1TE €982 ZPET 0L0'sZT 055°LS 059’81 bév'y 0BO'ELy QLE'D 016°25 9p0'L SIL'S 088°ZLL 0559 000'pOZ'L $342Y TY10L
004’1 05§'L o0zE 050’y Q6L°L 059'7 01k 09L'LT Ove _0ig'L  cor STET  0LEE 000'L SIL'v? spesveatey sony isdoul Jaig
000’0059 suapIes
‘doud gg-1961 ‘MONINROd
000’0l 0 o ok [ (] 0 099'L 0 0 0 0 0 0 0911 pIR4dR Ni0f isuowe)
T 000'0PS"S sfuspEy
‘dors go-£961 ‘Moldnpog
ezl ¢ 0 08¢ ot 1] 1] os1'ZL D a 0 o 0 1] €O8'6T pteide [Mo| 'saBuwigy
o N ) 00008k L T
‘dosd §9-2961 “voHINpOIY
ooF'T o o ozT 14 o 0 0e's 0 a Q ¢ ] 0 oio's pEae e yndgedein
i| . 00T'1LE5'S1 43 |Triswiud> ‘uoanposg
Q9E0E O i) 0s9'L 0 ] 06 0 ] 0 0 08T'T 0 0gT’Ls opeisesssy sely seqeiabes
- T - 008’11 sudy ‘uOHINpOIg
o1e 0 0 000°L 0 0 [ 051'L 0 0 0 0 oF ] 000’6 Paiteatey sany LaMo)ies
T | . - oTL'Ls suo} ‘wvoianposd ujern
008'cl  DOS o OF'zL 09 00s 0 00L'll 0B 001 0 05z 000°TL 05 000'ts  wredB Joj paiseany Saivy JReyM
ozé'als gtuol ‘vopganpond ujein
000';Z 00F 008  QO0O'SE  000'ZL 008 00S 0009 DOS'L O00L'ST O 001 00099 00T  DOO'9EZ ysesadind px
‘pajzeainy seury swnyBiog
- [ A qtuey ‘voysapead urein
051 L o0e 007 005'0L  OF 008 0ot 0o 114 ooyl CO¥'E DOO'E  DOO'BT ysasodind 1
‘posteslny Sy 0T
T - - osg'e0e suo} ‘ueyanpead uieig
000’5t OB 00 000’y 000's 0 ooz 000'v8  DOE 009’ 0 00g o00L's 0 000'921  wWelB oy Payseatey Teady dajurg
000’0 {1 s504B "sq) 0Og) sepeg
e 0 ] 00t r'T o o goa'ts o0 oLie's  o0i 0 ogl o 0QL'ST PYasAIEY
s ‘neydiBz-uniusny
000°0LY [ 53048 “sqt DO5) Teeg
Qog'ZE 8 IZE ODS'F6  OGF'SL O PEE 000101 06L'1L 066'L 9E 1] ozo'zl o 00L'99T  porsessey sene ‘purdn usiiosy
0001601 susy uopanpoid Ay
000°1S  005'€ 008 ouz'gl Q00T 00L'P ODO'E 000'001 o00EL 00S'S OOF  OOD'L 000’8 00£'c 000'Z0T Aey oy In3 seldy iwgmyy
eun g ledeagy znID juulg BLL] oleary  waeyoly =d W ] £) Jrig  wpg Il D esyao)  aymedy  qwiglL 40¥D 9961
jueg Aivis§

‘ajeis ol Ul uolPnpord pue uo:_...aou Aq abeaidy pojewiisy — §961 U sdoiy euozpy jedpunyg ‘g m._n(M



	CALS Cover Sheet Revised
	Bulletin-A-57-1969

