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Estimated To-Date Production Costs

$/lint Ib (June 30)

The following table gives estimated production costs/Ib to-date.
These costs include both growing and fixed or ownership costs
and are based on the displayed target yields. Producers with
higher yields will have lower costs/Ib if input costs are the same.
Growers with lower yields will have higher costs/Ib.

County Target Growing Costs  Fixed All Costs
Yield June To Date Cost To Date
Yuma 1,300 .04 .10 .25 .35
La Paz 1,300 .04 13 27 .40
Mohave 1,100 .02 13 .23 .36
Maricopa 1,250 .02 11 .23 .34
Pinal 1,300 .04 17 .26 43
Pima 1,100 .06 13 .28 41
Cochise 700 .04 .33 42 .76
Graham 1,050 .06 .20 31 51
Greenlee 850 .08 .19 .36 .55

Note: Based on Wade, et al., “1992-93 Arizona Field Crop Budgets”,
Var|:cl>ggz(:ountles, Arizona Cooperative Extension, Tucson, Janu-
ary .

target price (72.9 ¢/Ib). At lower cotton prices
the increase in yield required to justify extend-
ing the season are even higher. Fromthe graph,
if irrigation water prices (or pumping costs) are
$50 /acre-foot, an almost 40% increase in yield
is required to pay for the added irrigation and
insect control costs.

As a point of reference, the graph below
shows the differences in yield for on full season
cotton variety for sev-

turns that exist in the crop at that time.

The moral of the story that began this
analysis is that true unit losses can not neces-
sarily be compensated for by increased volume
(or yield); and management strategies that in-
crease individual yields by adding inputs may
seriously damage the financial stability of a farm
by increasing financiallosses beyond the farmer's
ability to bare their costs. The added argument
that increased yields can only help in the future
as new Farm Program yields are established is
not currently valid. Of course, the USDA could
come back at some future date and re-estimate
farm yields for program payments. However,
the likelihood of this happening is not very high
in the current national budget deficit reduction
mood. The price a farmer pays to have high
yields is likely not worth the cost. The risk of
following a strategy based on such an uncertain
future is high.

The economic (as well as agronomic)
moral is make your crop early, protect it to
early maturity and get the cotton out of the
field as soon as you can.

As a postscript, please note that most
governmentindicators show that Arizona's crop
is (or at least was in early June) in very good
shape. While recent near record heat may be
rapidly changing conditions, the chance to get
strong growth in early summer is very good.
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