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LOCAL CONSIDERATION'S

To promote a better understanding of property taxation as a
factor influencing the irrigated agriculture of Final County,'the
Bureau of Agricultural Economics made a study in Final County, as a
service to the County Agricultural Planning Program in Arizona. This
report is based upon that study.

Final County is in the south—central part of Arizona.' Florence,
the county seat, is about midway between the two largest cities,
Phoenik and Tucson. Mich of the county is rugged and unsuited to any
type of crop farming. In 1939-40, 658,133 acres were listed on the
,tax rolls. Of this privately owned and taxable area, 188,088 acres
were classified as grazing lands and 289,678 acres as desert lands.
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These areas, supplemented by extensive public lands in the county, .
make stock raising an important activity. Arable agriculture is .
restricted to irrigable land, and this class, concentrated in the
center of the county, is composed of the land in the San Carlos
Project and of land adjacent to the project that is.irrigated by
private pumping. The total acreage of - irrigable land appears on
the assessor's roll for 1939-40 as 103,713 acres.

Cotton 1.8 by far the most important, almost the exclusive,
cash crop. Alfalfa ranks a very poor second and is important chiefly
as a soil—building crop. There is ample reason to believe that the
entire allotment acreage mould be devoted exclusively - to cotton if
enough water were available. Most operators, however, find it advis-
able to devote some land to alfalfa because of its recogniped soil—
building qualities, particularly as the general practice is to allow
alfalfa to go dry if there is not 'enough water for both cotton and
alfalfa.

Pinal County ranks as one of the highest yield cotton—produc-
ing areas in the United States. In 1938-39 the average yield per
acre was 484 pounds as compared with an average yield of approximately
236 pounds per acre for the country as a whole. Such yields help to
explain the extreme specialization in cotton.

The peculiar adaptability of this area to the growing of cotton,
plus certain other favorable circumstances, has resulted in an agri-
cultural boom which has important implications with respect to land
use and the social and economic stability of the area. The gravity
water supply has set definite limits upon acreage expansion within
the San Carlos Project, but the same control does not exist in the
pump—land area adjacent to and south of the project. This pump area
is known as the Santa Cruz Delta and before agricultural development,
the surface appearance is that of a typical Arizona desert. In recent
years this land, formerly used for grazing and having a market value
of perhaps 3GOO an acre, has been cleared of native cover, leveled
and turned to the plow, and planted to cotton. In this use it is
apparently capable of competing successfully with the best cotton
land in the country.

Water is lifted 100 to 200 feet by large and expensive pumping
units which are often financed by one of two or three leading pump-
-manufacturing companies, assisted frequently by a ginning company and
• an electric power company. Usually—the landowner or operator must
stand the cost of drilling the well, the only "sunk" cost upon which
no salvage value can be attached in the event of failure of the enter-
prise. - Leading elements of uncertainty are, briefly; the price of
cotton, the underground -water level in the pump area, the water supply
in the San Carlos reservoir in the case of the project lands, and the
AAA cotton allotment payments.

The chief engineering feature of the San Carlos. Project is the
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Coolidge Dam on the Gila River some 50 miles above the irrigated
area, capable of impounding 1,200,000 acre—feet of water in the San
Carlos reservoir. Unfortunately, the drought conditions in the Upper
Gila that have persisted since the construction of the dam, in 1928,
have operated to limit the storage to one—third or less of the capacity
of the project. This shortage has placed many difficulties in the way
of agriculture in the project by forcing an adjustment to a much re-
duced acreage. Mainly because of these difficulties, the Bureau of
Indian Affairs has not levied regular repayment charges on the con-
struction costs of the project, -which were originally planned to begin
in 1937. In 1937, $1.25 per ee_re was levied and $2.50 per acre in
1938, but none has been levied since. Operation and maintenance
charges that are levied on a uniform per acre basis, and which have
been $2.10 per acre for the last 3 years, are collectible on the
entire irrigable acreage lying within the original project before any
water is delivered. The total water supply has averaged only about
half the quantity necessary to irrigate the total project acreage on
-which water charges are paid. This means that each individual operator
orris and controls the rater rights on roughly twice the acreage that
is actually irrigated.

' In addition to numerous management problems that naturally
arise, an interesting problem in valuation and assessment is pre-
sented here. That, for example, is the value, and therefore the
proper assessment for tax purposes, of agricultural land where the
operator must control, pay water charges and taxes on, and otherwise
care for roughly twice the irrigable acreage actually farmed? The
question of equity in assessment is heightened by the existence of
"pump lands",,adjacent to the project farm.s where the above—described
situation does not exist, inasmuch as these lands are not dependent
upon the unpredictable and usually restricted supply of water avail-
able to the project area. Mat constitutes an equitable distribution
of the tax burden as it applies to these two major di-visions of agri-
cultural land? To what extent is that distribution being realized
under present assessment procedures? That is the apparent effect of
current procedure on land use? A consideration of these questions is
found in the final section of this report, "The Problem of Assessment
of Irrigated Lands." This section is preceded by a brief description
of the general property tax structure and local governmental organ-
ization of Pinal County,

TEE GENERAL PROI-17 ,,RTY TAX STRUCTURE AND
LOCAL GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATION IN

PINAL COUNTY 1/

The  Tax  Base and Taxes  Levied

Any discussion of the property tax structure in Arizona must
direct attention to the relatively high property tax levy for State
purposes. The State rate amounted to $1.25 per $100 of assessed
1/ A11 data for this section were secured from local county records.
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valuation in 1939-40, and the recently announced rate for 1941 is
0.86. It is a -well-estdblished fact that the existence of an
appreciable State ad valorem tax levy invariably results in intercounty
competition for lower assessments, thereby increasing unnecessarily
the difficult task of county equalization and often resulting in
assessment levels entirely out of line with full or true values. The
idea that competitive lowering of valuations can bring about a reduc-
tion in taxes is illusory, as any.inerease in rates 7111 counteract
the reduction in tax base.

Agricultural property, that is, lands and improvements,
accounted for Only 14 percent of the net taxable valuation of Final
County in 1939-40. Figure 1 shows in graphic form the total tax base
for 1939-40 by principal .classes of property. Yining property, the .
largest single class, rade up 41 percent of the total net taxable
valuation, utilities 20 percent, personal property 9 percent, and
city property 7 percent. The gross taxable value of lands and im-
provements was 4,774,511 1 on which exemptions of $915,547 were al-
lowed, leaving a net taxable value of „858,963. 2/ Of the total
taxable value of land and improvements, irrigated lands accounted for
approximately 39 percent, nonirrigated lands 32 percent, and improve-
ments 29 percent.

The total tax base of the county has remained relatively stable
since 1932-33 nfter being reduced by nearly half from the 1931-32
level. The total county assessed valuation and the ratio of all general
property taxes levied to the total tax base for the years 1930-31 to
1939-40 are shown in table 1. These ratios are averages based upon the
total general property taxes levied by all taxing units within the
county. For example, a levy of $3.92 per hundred dollars assessed
value would have been required on all property to provide the total
taxes levied by the various texing units in 1939-40 as compared with
2.13 in 1930-31.

Table 1 - demonstrates clearly the result of a significant decline
in assessments, a decline that may or may not accurately reflect a
change in true values. 7hile the assessed value was arbitrarily re-
duced from d:357,912,808 in 1931-32 to 25,78l,878 in 1933-34, taxes
levied experienced no such significant decline, with the result that
the cotposite rate (which is also the ratio of taxes levied to assessed
value), required to raise this amount, rose from 2.36 in 1931-32 to
4.01 in 1933-34.

2/ Exemptions of 2,000 in assessed valuation on general property taxes
are extended to widows and soldiers in Arizona; 62 percent of the
total exemptions thus allowed were on lands and improvements in
1939-40.
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Table 1. — Total assessed valuation and ratio of total taxes
levied to total taxable valuation for years 1930-31

to 1939-40 1/•

Year Total
assessed valuation

0
0Total
0taxes
Vlevied •

Ratio of totn1
taxes levied to
total valuation

Dollars Dollars Percent

1930-31 62,946;645 1;343;140 2.13
1931-32 57;912,808 1;369;001 2.36
1932-33 32,609;185 1; 1 11;246 3.41
1933-34 25,781;878 1,035;850 4.01
1934-35 24;763;311 960,279 3.88
1935-36 23;515;293 927;354 3.94
1936-37 23;163;591 890;425 3.84
1937-38 26;776;435 816;213 3.05
1938-39 26;589,676 '955;804 3.60
1939-40 26,676,392 1,045,508 3.92

/ Excludes San Carlos Project water charges.

Table 2 shows the total general property taxes levied in Pinal
County by type of taxing unit for the years 1930-31 to 1939-40. Total
taxes levied annually for all purposes during the 10—year period aver-
aged 1,045,482. Of this amount, county taxes levied accounted for
48.9 percent of the yearly average; State taxes, 27.7 percent; school
district taxes;„ 14.0 percent; electrical district taxes, 6.1 percent;
and city taxes, 3.2 percent. The total taxes levied varied consider-
ably from year to year, ranging from a high of $1,369,001 in 1931-32
to a low of $816,213 in 1937-38. It should be noted, however, that
this fluctuation was due primarily to the decrease in the State general
property tax requirements, the total taxes levied by the county and
lesser taxing subdivisions having remained relatively constant during
the 10—year period. State tax requirements were greatest in 1931-32
when $550,172 1 or 40.2 percent of the total taxes levied, were for
State purposes.

State taxes then decreased each year until 1937-38 when they
amounted to only $93,718, or 11.5 percent of the total, but rose again
to more than three times this amount by 1939-40.

Figure 2 shows the trend in general property taxes levied in
Final County by types of taxing unit for the 10—year period 1930-31
to 1939„40. So long as State general property tax requirements vary
to this extent, the total taxes on individual parcels of property may
be expected to change greatly from year to year.
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Table 2. - General property taxes levied in Final County by
type of taxing unit from 1930-31 to 1939-40

Year : County :
•

. :Total county:	 :	 Grand
School	 : Cities: Electric

al 
:	 and sub-	 : State :	 total

districts.	 districts
: divisions

:Dollars 	: Dollars :Dollars: Dollars : Dollars :DolLers:Dollars
:

1930-31 : 576 3 717: 168,327 : 37839: 56684 839,567 :503 3 573:1 3 343,140
1931-32 : 563,028: 158;938 : 37 3 650: 59,213 818 3 829 :550 3172:1369,001
1932-33 : 508,703: 119 3 104 : 26;593: 65 3 536 719,936 :391;310:1;111;246
1933-34 : 515 3 638: 149 3 257 : 29 3 506: 65 3 583 759;984 :275;866:1,035;850
1934-35 : 495;266: 121647 : 29;230: 66 3 503 712;646 :247;633:	 960 3 279
1955-36 : 510 3 282: 138 3 866 : 28 3 735: 66;052 743;935 :183 3 419:	 927354
1936-37 : 525;814: 156;691 : 26;025: 66;077 774 3 607 :115 3 818:	 890;425
1937-38 : 468;588: 155 3 927 : 36 3 099: 61;881 722;495 : 93 3 718:	 816 3 213
1938-39 : 497 3 227: 146 3 337 : 41;317: 66182 751 3 063 :204741:	 '955804

1939-40 : 453,499: 151,292 : 40,482: 66,780 712,053 :333,455:1,045,508

Average '

1930-40 : 511,476: 146,638 : 33,348: 64,049 755,511 :289,970:1,045,482

Percent=_:
age	 : 48.9 :	 14.0 3.2 6.1 72.2	 : 27.7 : 100.0

School districts, particularly elementary schools, receive
their major support from the State and county apportionment funds.
For the year 1938-39 local school district taxes amounted to slightly
more than 30 percent of total school costs. 'Approximately 52 percent
of the county taxes levied for the year 1939-40 was for school purposes.
Of a total of 1. 5045,508 in all general property taxes levied, 37 per-
cent was for schools. State taxes accounted for 31.9 percent of the
total taxes levied; general county maintenance and county roads, 20.8
Percent; electrical districts 64 percent; and cities, 3.9 percent.

Tax Rates

Tax rates among the individual taxing units in Final County
have varied greatly during the last several years. Table 3 is a summary
of the State, county, and average school-district rates for the 8-year
period 1932-33 to 1939-40.

In addition to the State, county, and school-district levies,
much of the agricultural property of the county is within electrical
districts 2 and 4 and is subject to the electrical district levies
which include both an ad valorem levy, based on the county assessed
valuation, and an acreage levy. For the 8-year period, the average



Table • 3. - Tax rates per $100 assessed. valuaticn in Find
• County for State, county', and schoblè from

1932-33 to 1939-40

Year
:
:

State
rate

County
rate

School
district : Total

: Dollars : Dollars : Dollars : Dollars

1932-33 : 1.20 : 1.56 : 0.33 3.09
1933-34 : 1.07 : 2.00 .55 3.62
1934-35 : 1.00 2.00 .52 : 3.52
1935-36 : 0.78 2.17 : .58 3.53
1936-37 : 0.50 • 2.27 : .67 : 3.44
1937-38 : 0.35 : 1.75 : .61 2.71
1938-39 : 0.77 : 1.87 : .55 3.19
1939-40 : 1.25 1.70 ..57. 3.52

1/ The rates shown for schools are aTlerage indicating the ratio
of total school taxes levied to total taxable vnluation of 011 
districts. The rates in individual districts vary greatly from
the average.	 , .	 • •

levy, for electrical'district-2 amounted to $0.16 cd valorem plus
$0.33 per acre. In electrical district 4 the 8-year average rate
was $0.64 ad valorem plus $0.28 per acre.

'	 •	 '
Total taxes levied for all purposes in Final County ranged

from 2.36 percent of the totnl assessed value in 1931-32 to a high
of 4.01 percent in 1933-34 and were equal to 3.9 percent of the total
assessed value in 1939-40. Rates in the individual school districts
applied to individual properties vary considerably from the average.

" A tax-district map prepared for the year 1939-40 shows that the total
ad valorem tax rates in the agricultural area of the county ranged
from 82.95" Per $100 assessed value (State and county rate only) to
$4.89.„ with a range on certain • adjoining properties of from $ 3.17 to
$4.89.

Variation in the total rates within the electrical districts
covering - nearly all the irrigated section of the county is the result
of differences in elementary and high school rates. Table 4 shows the
tax rates of the individual districts for the years 1932-33 to 1939-40
and the average for"the 8-year period.- Three of the elementary dis-
tricts, not listed, did not make a levy during this, period. The average
levy is Undoubtedly More representative of normal requirements. It will
be Observed that the average levies have ranged, as between individual
districts, from zero to more than $1.00. High school districts 1, 2,
and 4, which serve the agricultural area of the county, have consistent-
ly made substantial tax levies.
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Tax Delinquency'

. Tax delinquency results directly in an increase in the tax
load borne by property upon which taxes are paid. Data concerning

the amount and extent of delinquency in Pinal County, broken down by

the various types of property which make up the tax base, are not
readily available; however, data have been secured that indicate the

extent and proportion of tax delinquency on lands. Little doubt
remains that lands and agricultural property as a class account for
a high percentage of the total delinquency outstanding.

The western half, or Florence-Coolidge-Casa Grande area, of
Pinnl County includes most of the privately owned lands in the county.
The total acreage'of this area is roughly 1,833,320 acres, of which
approximately 505,960 acres are privately owned and taxable. All land
in this part of the county, delinquent for 1938 and prior years of -

levy as of June 1940, have been mapped and the acreage tabulated to
show the number of years delinquent and date of tax-sale certificate./

3/ Tax-delinquency procedure and statutory provisions are briefly as
follows:

The fiscal and taxing year is July 1 to June 30. The first tax
installment becomes due the first Monday in November and the second
installment due and delinquent the first Monday in May of the tax
year .July 1 to June 30. Interest is charged at the rate of - 10 per-
cent from delinquency date. Tax sales are held in November, at
which time all delinquent 'property is advertised and tax-sale cer-
tificates sold at auction, or if a tax-sale certificate is already
outstanding, the delinquent taxes are endorsed on the old certifi-
cate. If the certificates sold at tax-sale date are not purchased
by private buyers, the certificates are "sold to the State" - that
is, issued in the name of the State. Property if unredeemed be-
comes subject to tax deed 5 years from the date of issuance of tax-
sale certificate at which time the county commissioners may take
deed for the State. In recent years, due to the absence of private
buyers, practically all tax sale certificates have been issued or
"sold" to the State. Tax sale certificates may be retroactive, that
is, issued on back years! delinouency, up to 5 years, at time of sale.
For example, if a piece of property has been delinquent in 1940 for
the preceding 10-year period and no certificate has been issued, the
certificate iesued in 1940 can extend only to the 1935 taxes and
the property will not be subject to tax deed until 1945, or 5 years
from the date of sale. The owner, to redeem the property at any
time in the interiml will be forged to pay ohly the taxes covered by
the certificate, the 1935 and subsequent years! taxes, and collection
of delinquent taxes on years before 1935 cannot be enforced.

It is clear that a constructive tax-collection policy would
provide that a tax sale be held each year, when certificates would
be issued on nil delinquent property for which certificates were
not already outstanding. This would mean that all property (Con-Ltd.)
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Only land on which tax—sale certificates had been issued to the -
State, and delinquent lands on which tax—sale certificates had not
yet been issued were included.

The total acreage found to be delinquent for 1 or more years
Was 209,196 acres, or ill percent of the total taxable acreage. This
acreage was tabulated on the has  of the number of years delinquent
and ranged from 1 to 17 years; 21,858 acres were delinquent for 10
years or longer, and the cumulative acre—years' delinquency was equal
to 1,072,512 acres, or an average Of 5.1 years/ delinquency per acre..
From an acreage standpoint this is equal to the entire taxable acre-
age of the area being delinquent for a 2—year period.

An examination of the status of tax—sale certificates on the
basis of acreage delinouency reveals that certificates were outstand-
ing on 176,898 acres; 17,079 acres were under oartial—payment contract
and certificates had'not as yet been issued on 15,219 additional acres.
Before 1935, tax—sale procedure in Final County appeared rather lax
and sales were either postponed or only a small percentage of the
delinquent property was included in such sales as were held. The
result is that only 17,486 acres are subject to tax deed (tax—sale
certificate issued in 1934 or prior years), while 94,710 acres have
been delinquent for 6 years or longer.

In 1935 a large tax sale was held by the county, at which time
certificates were issued on all property found to be delinquent. How-
ever, the certificates so issued could by law extend back Only to the
1930 year of levy. Rather complete tax sales have been held each year
since 1935..

Of the 176,898 ares on which tax—sale certificates are out-
standing for 1938 and prior levies, 72,501 acres represent certifi-
cates issued in 1935.' These lands will become subject to tax deed in
November 1940. As 17,486 acres are currently subject to deed on cer-
tificates issued in 1934 and prior years, this means that approximately
18 percent of the total taxable acreage of the area will-be subject to
tax deed by November 1940. Heretofore, the State appears to have dis-
couraged the county taking deed to tax—delinquent lands in  the name of

.31 Continued
would become subject to deed if any years' levy remained unpaid for
a 5—year period.

The 1035-34 legislature provided a "partial payment" plan for
the payment ofdelinquent taxes. Under this plan all delinquent
taxes could, at the request of the amer, be set up into e: special
account to allow for payment in 20 semiannual installments, interest
to be charged at the rate of 6 percent. Subsequent taxes were to be
kept up to validate the contract, and if the installment payments
were defaulted, the property could be advertised and certificate
issued on the earliest year set up in the partial payment contract
account.
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the State unless a buyer were available, preferring to keep the lands
on the tax rolls and thereby retain some possibility of tax revenue.
The wisdom of such a policy is extremely doubtful. Certainly, if
such a policy leads to nonpayment of taxes for reasons other than
inability to pay and to the encouragement on the part of speculative
landoWners deliberately to allow taxes to remain unpaid with the ex-
pectation of compromises, it defeats its awn purpose.

The cause of tax delinquency and the probable effects of rigid
or lenient tax—collection policies are difficult to determine. Never-
theless, certain instances were noted in Final County of leases on
delinquent lands as high as $10 per acre per year, indicating that
inability to pay is not the sole cause of delinquency in this area.

From the standpoint of the county and the larger taxing units,
the delinquent percentage of the total taxes levied does not appear
excessive. Total cumulative delinquency for all taxes levied in the
county during the 8—year period 1931 .4' 38, as of March 1940, amounted
to $451,418. This is equal to approximately 45 percent of the total
1939-40 levy.

Total taxes levied, total delinquency; and percentage of the
total amount delinquent for individual. years, are shown in table 5.
It is significant to note that the percentage of the total amount
delinquent for the various years is relatively constant and seems to
indicate that a small though consistent part of each year's levy not
only became delinquent but remained uncollected in later years.

Table 5. — Total taxes levied and amounts delinquent for rll 

taxing units as of March 1940, for years 1931-38 11

Year Total taxes
levied

Total taxes
delinquent

: Percentage of total
:	 taxes delinquent

Dollars Dollars Percent

1931-32 1,369;001 49,357 3.6
1932-33 1,111,246 62;979 5.7
1935-34 1,035,850 37,074 3.6
1934-35 960,279 36,155 3.8
1935-36 927;354 44,037 4.7
1936-37 890,425 75,861 8.5
1937-38 816;213 55;821 6.8
1938-39 955,804 90,254 9.4

Total 8,066,172 451,518 5.6

_12 San Carlos Project water charges not included.

The total dollar—and—cents delinquency for the 8—year period
uncollected as of March 1940, amounted to only 5.6 percent of the total



taxes levied during the same period. However, considerable variation
from this average is noted among the various taxing units. Table 6
shows the total taxes levied and amount and pertentage of delinquency
by type of taxing unit for the 8-year period.' It will e observed
that mare than 20 percent of the electrical district taxes and 16
percent of the taxes levied by the towns of Florence and Casa Grande
are delinquent. A vide variation in the percentage of delinquency
is also found between the individual school districts.

Table 6. - Total taxes levied and amounts and percentage
delinquent by type of taxing units as of March

1940f for'years_1931-38

Taxing
area :

Total
taxes levied

••

Total taxes	 :

delinquent
-

Percentage of
total taxes
delinquent

Dollars	 •	 : Dcllars Percent
State & county : 6;147;223 234;813 3.8
Schools : 1,146,767 66;795 5.8
Cities : 255,155 40,980 16.0
Electrical

districts 5 1 7,027 . * 108,930. 21.0

Total or average : 8,066,172 451,518 5.6

/ San Carlos Project water charges not included.

It should be pointed out here that tax .delinquency in the graz-
ing area of Final County iS virtunlly inevitable. The State lease rate
for grazing land is 1 cents per acre. In view of the fact that the
State and county tax rate amounted to $2.95 per 100 dollars assessed
valuation in 1939 and has not been lover than $2.10 in the last 10 years,
and that the assessed valuation of grazing land in Final County is
$1.00 per acre, taxes are always substantially higher than the lease
prices. In 1939 the lowest possible tax per acre on grazing land was
2.9 cents, and this was true only in those limited areas not subject to
school-district tax rates.. Under such circumstances it -would be profit-
able to awn grazing land Only for purposes of commensurability.

Public Indebtedness 

Total county and - school-district bonded indebtedness in Final
County amounted to $526,200 cs of January 1, 1940. Of this amount,
250,000, or 47 percent - of the total, - vas county indebtedness, while

$146,200, or 23 percent, and $130,000, or 25 percent, represented the
total bonded indebtedness of elementary and high school distritts
respectively. Table 7 shows bonded debt data for the individual tax-
ing units. In nene cf the units does it appear that indebtedness is



Table 7. — fended indebtedness of county and school districts,
Pinal 'County, os of January 1940

Item
:	 Date of

issue
Amount

of issue
Amount	 :Type

:outstanding:	 bond
f::laturity:Interest

: 	date 	: 	rate
Dollars : Dollars : : Year :Percent

County 10-17-19 1,000,000 : 250,000 :serial : 1944 :
•

Elem. School : : • •

Dist. No. 4 : 8-6-30 16,500 : 15;500 :serial-: 1947 : 51
4 : 7-1-37 22 3 000 : 17 . 000) :serial : 1945 *• 41:4
8 : 8-1-29 3600 : 1 3 200 :term : 1949 : 6

11 : 7-15-30 15 3 000 : 7 3 000 :serial : 1946 : 5i,

12 : 6-1-23 2;500 : 1 3 000 :term : 1943 : 6
15 : 3-15-39 13 3 000 : 11,000 :serial : 1942 : 3

17 : 1-2-24 2;500 : -500 :term : 1944 : 6
21 : 8-1-30 60 3 000 : 41 3 000 :serial : 1949 :

21 : 1-1-39 35 3 000 : 32 3 000 :serial : 1954 : 3-3/4
22 : 8-1-39 5 3 000 : 5 3 000 :serial : 1953 : 4*
28 : 8-1-30 20 3 000 : 10 3 000 :serial : 1944 : si

28 :10-2-39 5,000 : 5,000 :serial : 1950
High School
Dist. No. 1 : 8-1-26 70;000 : 39'000-) :serial : '1954 : 5-1.

2 : 7-1-37 57 3 000 : 27 3 000 :serial :. 1942 : 41

4 :1Q-1-35 58;000 - : 54 3 000 :serial : 1955 : 4
15 : 3-15-39 11,500 : 10,000 :serial : 1942 : 3

unduly high or constitutes a serious problem. Some of the districts,
notably elementary districts 15 and 21 and high school district 15, have
refunded their debt in recent years at much more favorable interest rates.

A record 'of the debt history of the county and school district
indicates 'that all units are rapidly decroasing their indebtedness.
On June 1 3 1933, the total c ,,unty and seheel—district indebtedness stood
at 1,275,100. The total indebtedness of these units has now been de-
creased to 37.6 percent of this amount. . A comparison of the county,
elementary, and high schools on this basis reveals that the county in-
debtedness is now 33.4 percent of the amount outstanding in June 1933;
the debt of the elementary districts is now 53.9 percent of the amount
outstanding in June 1933, and the total bonded indebtedness of the high
schools is now 52.5 percent of that outstanding in June 1933.

The significant measure of the debt of any taxing unit which, as
in the case of the county and school districts, depends almost wholly on
general property taxes to service the debt, is the relation of the total
debt to the total taxable valuation. This relationship is shown in
table 8.
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Table 8. - Relation of bonded indebtedness to total taxable -
valuation of school districts bonded, Final County,

as of January 1, 1940

Type of district
and number

:
:

Bonded Indebtedness
outstanding

January 1, 1940

: Ratio of debt to
:	 total taxable
:	 valuation

: Dollars : Percent
Elementary District

4 : 32;500 : 1.12
8 1/ 1;200 : 0.14

11 Ti : 7000 0.72
-'12 : 1;000 : 1.94

15 : 11,000 : 0.16
17/ : -500 : 0.71
21 : 73000 3.98
22 : 5;000 : 0.99
28 : 15,000 2.12

High School District
1 39,000 1.02
2 : 27;000 0.62
4 : 54;000 2.45

15 : 10,000 0.15

Li/ Sinking fund balances are'not - available; however, all issues ex-
cept those of districts 8, 11, and 17 are serial type.

County Receipts

Pinal County, as a governmental and taxing unit, receives a
much greater proportion of its revenue from direct taxation oh general
property than from any other single source. The revenue sources other
than - direct - taxation may be designated' bythree broad classes -- namely,
fees, fines, and miscellaneous revenue, originating within the county;
the county portion of the sales tax collected and apportioned by the
State; and the State school fund apportionment to the county general
school fund. The latter is to a large extent derived from a State
general property tax levy and, therefore, in reality cannot be con-
sidered to be a source of revenue other than direct general property
taxation. State taxes levied in Final County in 1939-40 were more than
twice the amount returned to the county for school,purposes.

A study of the county budget figures for the 10-year period 1930-
31 to 1939-40 indicates that within the last 3 years a - material decrease
has occurred in the proportion of the total county revenue derived from
local direct taxation because of receipt by the county of L, portion of
the funds received from the operation of the State sales tax. The money
returned to the county from sales tax receipts is directed by State law
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. to paymenta. on indebtedness, and any sum remaining reverts to the
County general fund to reduce the ad valorem rate of the county in
the succeeding year.

Table 9 is a summary of county receipts as budgeted,. by funds,
for the years 1930-31 to 1939-40. The receipts are also broken down
as between the amounts recei'Kred from local direct taxation and amounts-
received from other sources. It might be pointed out that no exactions
as to adherence to bUdgetary calculations are made,. but the actual
county expenditures shown in table 11 do not vary greatly from the
budgeted figures.

It is significant that the proportion of the total . county revenue
from local direct taxation remained rather cOnstant at approximately

-75 percent of the total .county receipts for the first 7 years of the
10—year period. For the last 3 years, beginning in 1937-38, the
percentage of the total revenue .budgeted for direct taxation decreased
from 75.7 percent in 1936-37 to 63.5 percent in 1937-38; 62.1 percent
in 1938-39; and. 56.6 percent in 1939-40. The amount to be secured
from local general property taxation ranged from a high of 589,857.
in 1930-31,.to.a low of $445,173 in 1939-40. An inspection of the
individual county funds reveals that receipts.from other sources --
namely, the county portion of the State sales tax revenues -- are
adequate to service' completely the county general bond fund amounting
to $67,217 in 1932-40, and, in addition, to furnish substantial re-
ceipts to the county general fund. This has made possible a decrease
in the county ad valorem tax rate.

Actual receipts from sources other than local direct taxation
for the years 1929-30 and 1938-39 are compared in table 10.

County Expenditures 

County expenditures, by funds, are shown in table 11 for the
10—year period 1929.-30 to 1938-3 9 .. Several Significant trends in the
direction of county expenditures are evident. Total costs decreased
from a high of 3925,326 in 1929-30 to a low of $625,684 in 1933-34 and
have now increased to approximately the 1929-30 level. The major item
of expense is for school purposes and for the most recent fiscal year,
1958-39, amounted to slightly over 50 percent of the total county ex-
penditures; About one—fourth of all costs were for general county
government, 15 percent went for reads, and 8 percent for county
indebtedness . .

This retrenchment or contraction of total county expenditures
from 1929-30 to 1933-34 and the subsequent increase from 1933-34 to
the present were_largely the results of variations in county road and
general school fund expenditures. Costs for county roads decreased from
$170,971 in 1929-30, to a low of $87,633 in 1932-35, and increased to
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Table 10. - County receipts from sources other than direct taxation
for years 1929-30 and 1938..-39, Final County

Fund Year
1929-30 1938-39

County general - fund:
Dollars Dollars

Fees, fines, miscellaneous 37,888.00 44;454.00
County portion sales tax 25;450.00
Sales tax excess 4,291.00

County bend and interest fund:
County portion sales tax 69,250.00

General road fund:
Forest reserve - 531.00
Gasoline tax and miscellaneous 47,595.00 62,327.00

General school fund:
State school fund apportionment 91;227.00 129;600.00
Miscellaneous 7,243.00 1,000,00

Total all funds : 183,953.00 336,903.00

$175,325 in 1937-38, and :1_36,906 in 1938-39. General school fund
expenditures have followed a similar trend.

Costs of general government, as represented by general county
fund expenditures, increased approximately 45 percent from 1929-30 to
1938-39. This item remained relatively constant for the 5-years 1929-30
to 1933-34, and average M43,623 a year. For the succeeding 5-year'
period, the average annual' costof general government averaged :88,696
and reached a high of $245,745 in 1933-39. This increase is primarily
the result of higher costs for welfare purposes. Expenditures for the
County Health Department and hospital amounted to !,1- 24,032 in 1929-30,
compared with $69,537 in 1939-39.. The total amount of salaries and
miscellaneous items of county government remained relatively constant
during the period.

The total bond interest and principal requirements represented
by expenditures of the general county bend fund . were reduced 65 percent
from 1929-30 to 1938-39. - The current county bonded indebtedness out-
standing amounts to' $250,000, which will be retired by 1944. As pre-
viously pointed eut, the county portion of the sales tax revenue is
more than adequate to meet theannual county bOnd and interest re-
quirements, and in 1939-40, for the first time, a general property tax
levy was unnecessary for county-indebtedness purposes.
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School District Receipts and Expenditures 

School districts receive their support from the State apportion-
ment fund, the county general school fund, and local district taxes.
The State apportionment currently amounts to $25 per student in aver-
age dailydaily attendance. The county apportionment from the county general
school levy is 440 per student in average daily attendance. Many of
the elementary districts are able to maintain schools on the amount
thus received from State and county, or require very little more than
this amount and consequently have either no district tax levies or
only very small ones. Only 16 of the 27 elementary districts of the
county -levied - district taxes' for - maintenance purposes in 1939-40. Ten
of the districts have bonded indebtedness, with special district taxes
the means of servicing all school-district indebtedness.'

- Total average annual school costs, including bond and interest
costs,. for the 57year period 1930-31 to 1938739 amounted to 4430,677.
The average - annual district taxes levied for the same period amounted
to 4146,042., or,34 percent of total school.costs. ,Total
district receipts are, therefore, derived from the three sources
approximately as follows: 21 percent from State apportionment, 45
percent from county apportionment, and, 34 percent from district taxes'.
Individual districts vary greatly from this average, as shown below.

•	 Total school costs for.the years 1929- ,30 to 1938-39 for the
eleMentary and high school districts are shown in table 12. Several
significant facts regarding total school operations may be noted. Chief
in importance is the large increase in average daily attendance in both
elementary and high schools. Total average daily attendance in ele
mentary schools increased from 3,212 in 1929-30 to 4,396 in 1938-39,
an increase of 37 percent. In the case of the high school,. the increase
was - eVen'greater;ranging from 390 in 199-30 to 788 in 1938-35, an
increase of 102 percent. During this some 'period, total school costs
have Lnoreased,some, as would be expected, but cost per student in aver-
age daily attendance has decreased to a marked degree, particularly in
the case of high schools. Total elementary school costs per pupil in
average daily attendance decreased from 456.67 in 1929-30 to 478.89 in
1930-39. Corresponding high school.costs for the some period decreased
from 4,368.77 to 4195.85 per pupil in average daily attendance.

Total bond and interest costs of both elementary and high sehools
have decreased materially, although at no time during the period have
such costs been high in relation to total school expenditures. In
1929-30, bond and interest costs of the elementary schools amounted to
33,930, or 10.9 percent of total school costs, as compared with 20,800,
or 6.0 percent,ef . ibtal school costs in 1938739; In the case of the
high .schoolS,' this cost item decreased from "8,590, - representing 20.1
percent of total school costs in 1929-30, to '619,000, or 12.3 percent
of the total dost . in 1938-39.
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Although it is apparent that the school costs in Final County
per student have decreased greatly during the last 10 years, no in-
formation is available as to the relative quality of the services
thus provided. In the case of the 5 high school districts, the lower
per pupil cost is partially due to the decrease in per pupil fixed
charges in operating and maintaining large high school plants and to
the fact that an almost 100 percent increase in high school enrollment
was possible without increase in the total bonded indebtedness.

•An inspection of the individual districts reveals rather -ride
variations in the level Of . sehool costs. 'Table 13 shows the aVerage
daily attendance, current and total school costs, and total and current
school costs per pupil in average daily attendance for the individual
districts maintaining schools for the year ending June 30, 1939. The
dietriCts are arrayed on the basis of total cost per student in average
daily attendance, Twenty—six elementary districts were in operation. in
Final County daring the year ending JUne 30, 1939. Total cost per
pupil in average daily attendance for elementary schools ranged from a
high of $162.59 in district No. 21, to a low of $7052 in district

15. It will be noted that the smallerdistricts•er districts
having a low average daily attendance, on the average, experienced
higher school costs per pupil. For example, by arbitrarily dividing
the districts into those in:which school costs were greater or less
than $90 per pupil, it is found that the 15 districts under	 pro-
vided services for 91.2- percent of the total elementary pupils in
average daily attendance. The total  average cost per pupil in average
daily attendance for these 15 districts amounted to $75.62, as compared
with an average of $112.50 per pupil in average daily attendance for
the 8.8 percent of the total average daily attendance in the -11 remain-
ing districts.

• High school costs varied to a considerable degree among the five
high schools in operation for the year ending June 50, 1030. ' High
school district No. - 1 had the highest cost per pupil,in average daily
attendance, $310.43, compared wit134.97 - for high school district

•No 15. It should be pointed aut„ however, that districts 3: and 15
are small districts serving urban comnunities in the mountainoue mining
area of the county, while districts 1, 2, and 4 are large districts
overlying several eleMentary'distriCti and serving the -irrigated agrl-
cultural area of the county. Transportation is an important item in
the total school costs of these three larger districts; bond and interest
reqUirements are also substantially higher.

'Figure 3 indicates'ffie trend in total eXPenditurea fo± . county
maintenance, county roads, county indebtedness, and for elementary and
high school purposes for the 10—year period 1929-30 to 193E-59. Total
expenditures decreased steadily during the years 1929-30 to 1933-34 1 .
but in recent years have again increased - to approxiMhtely the 1929-30
level. This pattern of expenditures was, of course, primarily a tom-
porary curtailment due to a period of national economic depression,
and if this reduced level of expenditures had been maintained, a redue-
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tion or impairment of services, particularly that of roads and schools,
would have followed.

Even though effective reduction in expenditures for county.
road and school purposes was accomplished, the costs of general county
government tended to increase, and in 1938-39 were 44 percent greater
than in 1929-30. Expenditure for indebtedness purposes is a fixed
charge which has decreased in proportion to the amortized retirement
of county bonds.

THE PROBTEM OF ASSESSMENT OF iHRIGATED LANDS

Current Assessment and  Land Use of Pump and Project Areas 

The general property tax, in spite of its many weaknesses so
often referred to in the criticisms directed against it, constitutes
the principal source of revenue for local government in Arizona.

The question as to what constitutes equality in property taxa-
tion is one on which, like so many other problems in the field of
taxation, there is no unanimity of opinion. Nevertheless, it is more
or less generclly accepted that the tax burden is equalized when the
tax load as between individual properties is in direct proportion to
the value of the respective properties.

In general property tax procedure, therefore, assessments are
fundamental and basic and are, except for certain limitations, within
the jurisdiction of the county. If the assessment is unjust and
defective, no other step that might follow would allow proper and
equitable distribution of the tax load. An equitable and just
assessment requires the finding and listing of all property subject
to taxation, and assessing it at fair and comparable values ..

In this report certain factual information has been developed
with respect to the relative assessments and current contributions of
the irrigated lands to local government through general property taxes.
The level of assessments and assessment procedure has remained relative-
ly uniform in recent years and the assessment data for 1939 are con-
sidered representative of the recent years in which the pump irrigation
has developed.

'The difficulty of evaluating and establishing comparable farm
values, and thereby securing an equitable contribution to the total tax
load in an area of uncertain future water supply and speculative land
ownership, is recognized. 4/ However, an analysis of the present status

_V Data showing the variation in the acreage actually irrigated in the
San Carlos Prqject by years are not available. The experience for
1939, however, is generally considered to be representative. The
future water supply is, of course, completely unpredictable.
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of such various factors as tax loads, -water charges and use of irri-L.
gated lands is pertinent to the planning and adjustment necessary in
developing and maintaining a sound agricultural economy..

Currently the practice in assessing the - irrigated land of •
Pinal County for taxes is to evaluate the lands within the San Carlos -
Irrigation and Drainage District from $25 te $40 - an acre 'Most lands
are actually assessed at either $27, 30 or $35 per acre, although
certain variations from these exact figures occur. In the case of•
land irrigated from private pumping plants, it is-the-practice to
Evaluate the. lands at from $5 to $10 an acre plus an assessment of.
$40 per horsepowgr for the pumping plant. .

The operation and maintenance charge of the San Carlos Irriga-
tion District is a flat acreage charge on all lands within the district.
This charge is assessed and collected through the county treasurerts
office and is sometimes confused with the general property tax. It is
in reality a water cost comparable with the operation and maintenance
costs of the pumping plants in the pumping area, and is not herein
considered as a tax.

Table 14 shows the operation and maintenance as well as the con-
struction charges of the district subsequent to 1933 when full operation
and maintenance charges were first levied.

Table 14. — Charges (per acre) ef San Carlos Irrigation and
Drainage District for years 1933-39

Year
Operation &
maintenance

charges
.

:

Construction
cost

Total

Dollars Dollars Dollars

1933 1.75 : 1.75
1934 2.15 :	 . — 2.15
1935 2.10 2.10
1936 1.80 : 1.25 3.05
1937 2.20 :	 . 2.50 4.70
1938 210 : : 2.10
1939 2.10 :	 . — 2.10.

:

The financial.set—Up of the San . Carlos.Project originally called
for a total censtruction cost of 100 per acre and a 40—year repayment -
period without interest. 'The first annual repayment was due - December 1,
1935, but was deferred by Congressional action to . December 1, 1957,
when a half annual repayment became  due. A full payment of `p2.50 per
acre became due December 1, 1938. Since that time no repayment charges
have been levied and the . question of future payments is undecided.
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To secure basic data on a representative sample of project and
pump lands, 10 townships overlying - the irrigated section of the county
were selected (fig. 4). All the - privately—owned and taxable farms in
these townships were then listed, and assessed value and total tax—
load data for individual farms were obtained from the offices of the '
county assessor and treasurer. The use of the irrigated land in 1939,
historical yields, allotted production, etc., are from AAA records.

A total of 243 farms was thus included, representing approxi-
mately 56 percent of all irrigated farms in Pinal . County. Of the total
of 243 farms, 150 were under the gravity system of the San Carlos Pro-
ject and 93 received water from privately—awned pumping plants.

Table 15 is a summary of the data tabulated for pump and pro-
ject lands. Several significant facts with respect to the character of
farm operations as between pump and project lands are evident. The
average adjusted yield of cotton on the pump lands amounted to 493
pounds per acre, compared With 505 pounds per acre on the project lands.
However, 68 percent of the total acreage and 77 percent of the total
irrigable acreage of pump farm were under irrigation in 1939, compared
with 59 percent and 63 percent, respectively, in the case of the project
lands.

Table 15. — Summary of assessed valuation, taxes, and
land use for 243 irrigated farms, Pinal

County, 1939

Item Pump
lands

: San Carlos
project
lands

: Total pump
:and project
: lands

Number of farms 93 150 -243
Total acreage 26,575 20,272 46;847
Total irrigable acreage 23,532 19,101 42,633
Land use 1939: :

Acres short—staple cotton 9;644 5,457 15,101
Acres long—staple cotton 3;101 - 236 3;367
Acres alfalfa 3,991 5;033 9;024
Total irrigated acreage 18,021 12,006 •30,027

Acreage allotted to cotton
production, A.A.A. 10;528 8;867 ' 19;395

Production allotment (lbs.) . 2ji 	: 5,192,575 : 4,479,457 9,672,032
Assessed valuation (dollars): •

•
Assessed value of land 194;780 : 629,895 823;675
Assessed value pumping plants	 : 249,010 '249;010
Total assessed value	 : 443,790 : 628;895 1,072;685

Total taxes — 1939 — (dollars) 2./ : 25,313 : 32,702 58,015

1./ Allotted acreage x average adjusted yields.
_21 San Carlos Irrigation District rater charges excluded,
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These differences, due primarily to availability of rater, are
further evidenced in comparing the cotton production for the two types
of farm. The cotton allotted acreage under the AAA program, based
on short—staple cotton production -, is 46 percent of the total irrigable
acreage in the case of pump lands, and 45 percent for project lands. In
1939, the total short—staple cotton acreage on pump lands amounted to •
9 -,644 acres or 92 percent of the total allotted acreage; compared with
5,457 acres, or 62 percent of the total allotted acreage of project
lands. In addition, pump lands raised 3,101 acres of long—staple
cotton compared with 266 acres for the project. We find then that in
1939, 54 percent of the total irrigable acreage of the pump lands was
devoted to cotton production, while only 28 percent of the project lands
was planted to cotton.

A comparison of the assessed values and tax loads of the two
types of land reveals that the av-erage assessed value of the pump lands,
including land and pumping plant, amounts to 816.70 per acre, compared
with an average assessed value per acre of 31.02 for project lands.
The average assessed value per acre in terms of total acreage irrigated
in 1939 amounted to $24.63 and $52.38 for pump and project lands, re-
spectively. Taxes averaged 80.95 per acre for pump lands and $1.61
for project lands, but on the basis of acreage actually irrigated -
would amount to 21.40 and 2.72 per acre for pump and project lands,
respectively. Table 16 serves to bring together some of these sig-
nificant data.

Table 16. — Comparison of significant data for pump and
project areas, 1939

Item Pump
lands

:
:

Project
lands

Average adjusted yield (lbs. per acre
short—staple cotton) 493 505

Percentage of allotted (short —staple)
acreage in cotton 92 62

Percentage of total irrigable acreage
in short—staple cotton 41 28

Percentage of total irrigable acreage •
in short— and long—staple cotton 54 : 28

Assessed value per total acre (dollars) 16.70 _V: 31.02
Assessed value per acre actual ly

24.63	 : 52.38irrigated (dollars)
Tax per total acre (dollars) 0.95 : 1.61
Tax load per acre actually

irrigated (dollars) 1.40 2.72

11 Tax data for pump lands include assessment of land and pump.
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Comparison of Pump' and -Project Lands on Basis of
Capitalized Income 

Inthefollbwing section an attempt is_madejo compare the
average relative values of P,rojectand pump lands.: No attempt is made
to arrive at valuations for individual farms-,.but rather to indicate
the land'Value relationship that now seems to prevail between these
two Major divisions. ; It should be emphasized at this point that the
objective is the,establiShment'of . a ratiO : and not the determination of
actual 'valuations. ,

It'is fully realized that many factors influence land values.
Fundamentalj-however, to all-pconOMipsvalues-is earning capacity. The
almost complete:dependence'on cotton as the one cash crop seems to justi-
fy the segregation of pump and project lands and a comparison of their
relative Valup on the basis of earnings from cotton production alone. 

•
V

It has been pointed out that 54percent of the pump land acreage irri-
gated, and 45 percent of the project land irrigated in 1939, Was in
cotton production. Twenty4Wo percent of the irrigated pump acreage
and 46 percent of;: the:irrigateetproject acreage was,devoted to alfalfa.
It is generally Considered'that:al.talfadoes not return a net income
on this area but that c o t of production is an approximation of gross"
income, and that ,this, crop is 'grown primarily ' for soil—building and
crop—rotation..purpbses..

A study of farM:income and costs ;fl the San Carlo a Project
revealed that for the- 74ear average, l930-36,thetota1 gross value
of alfalfa per acre amounted to $23.86, while pre.-harvest and harvest
cost per acre, .exclusive of 	 costs and taxes, amounted to $16.48. f/
This production cost, added tO'the average- tax per irrigated acre and
the water charge per irrigated acre, amounting to $2.72 and $3.65 per
acre, respectively, for project lands in 1939, would indicate that the
net income from alfalfa is negligible. The same would unquestionably
hold for pump lands, where the water cost per irrigated acre is substan-
tially higher than that for the project. This same study revealed that
harvest andpre—harvest costs per acre of cotton for the 7—year period,
1930-36, averaged $25.37 per acre exclusive of taxes and water charges
with no allowance for capital, management, or retirement of San Carlos
Project construction costs.

The question now asked is, What is the relationship of the
average land value in the pump area to land value in the project area?
This might be approached by two methods, either by the traditional
method of securing complete and exhaustive data for individual farms

Five farms that had no cotton allotment and had been devoted to either
wheat or specialty crops were eliminated from the sample.

f./ Barr; G. W. Report on the Ability of Farmers in the San Carlos
Irrigation and Drainage District to Pay Construction Cost of the
Irrigation Facilities. Tucson, University of Arizona, 1937.
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necessarily on a small sample basis, or by means of the following pro-
cedure that attempts to deal in averages based on a much larger sample
(over 50 percent) and in which the purpose is to compare the average
values of two ar&as.

In what follows, the basic consideration used in a comparison
of average values is net annual operating income. Not operating in-
come as used hero is the difference between gross income and operating
costs.' Fixed charges, which would have to come Out of this operating
income, are not taken into consideration. It is fully realized that
in the establishment o individual farm values such items as imputed
interest and taxes play a significant part. But as the objective here
is only to establish the ratio of land valuesbet -ween Pimp and project
areas, on which these items should be based, they are not included in
the calculations used in establishing that ,ratio. Net operating in-
come alone might have been used for this cemparison. However, in some
calculations this item has been capitalized at a current interest rate
in order to arrive at a present value that could - be used as a base
figure on.which_to relate present assessments. It should be pointed
out here that the capital value arrived at by this process has taken
into consideration operating and maintenancé posts connected with
irrigation in the case of the project lands, and operating and mainte-'
nance costs (including depreciation) in the case of the pump lands and,
therefore, represents land and rater rights in the project compared with
land and pumping plant in the pump arpc

The average capitalizedvalue of the net operating income for
the 150 project farms has been determined in the following manner:
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Project Farms — 1939

Average yield per acre of cotton — lbs.
Gross income per lb. cotton lint.and cotton seed 1/
Gross income per acre of cotton

505
.10

50.50

Expenses: V
Water cost per irrigated 3/acre $ 3.55

Pre—harvest & harvest costs per acre 25.37

Total operating expense per acre 28.92 28.92

Net operating income peracre of cotton 121.58

Total acreage cotton, 1939 5,457

Net operating income per acre -	 21.58

Total net operating income 1117,762.00

Capitalized value of net operating income
@ 5 percent,	 1 355 240.00

Total acreage in farms
	

20,272

Average capitalized land value per acre
	

$ 116.18

.1/ Prices received in 1939 for short—staple cotton averaged around 9
cents per pound. AAA payments would increase the gross receipts,
and as it is attempted here only to show the relationship of cap-
italized values between project and pump lands; a gross revenue of
10 cents per lb. is used for both pump and project lands-.

V As the reservoir has a large excess capacity, the rate of siltation
is not considered of sufficient importance to justify the inclusion
of a depreciation charge to provide for replacement of lost reservoir
capacity. The problem of comparable valuations as between project and
pump lands is largely the result of the limited supply of water avail-
able for the project and it seems unlikely that construction charges
will be levied as long as this shortage persists. Such a charge
would properly be considered a fixed charge and would not affect the
net operating income within the meaning in which it is used here.

3/ A charge of 12.10 for operation and maintenance was made in the San
Carlos irrigation district for 1939. Water was sufficient for the
irrigation of 59 percent 'of the total acreage, or an average of
13.55 per irrigated area.

By following the same procedure for the 93 farms receiving water
from private pumping plants, the following results are obtained:



Pump .Farms — 1939 .

Average yield per acre of cotton •— lbs. 493
Gross income per lb. $	 .10
Gross income per acre of cotton 49.30
Expenses
Water: I/
Operating cost per irrigated acre $10.66
Depreciation of pumping plant 2.38
Harvest and pre—harvest cost per acre 25.37

Total operating expense per acre $38.41 $ 38.41

Net operating income per acre of cotton $ 10,89
Total acreage cotton — 1939 12,745

Net operating income per acre 110.89
Total net operating income $138,793.00
Capitalized value of net operating income

@ 5 percent $2,775',860.00
Total acreage in farms
Averaged capitalized value per acre (land &pump)

26,575
$ 104.45

I/ A study of the cost of pumping for irrigation in Pinal County, 1939,
by Ned 0, Thompson and T. A. Steenbergen, Arizona Agricultural Exten-
sion Service, gives the avelage operating cost per irrigated acre on
55 pump farms as $10.66 and depreciation of pumping plant as $2.38
per irrigated acre. 'Approximately 40 of the 55 farms in the study on
pumping costS are included in the sample of 93 pump farms of this
report. In this instance, depreciation is properly considered as a
water cost comparable with the water costs on the project for pur-
poses of determining the net operating income of the two types of
farms.

These figures might be expressed in another way. For example,
the total gross income for the project farms from cotton production
amounted to $275,578. The total operating expense of production amounted
to 157,816; leaving a net operating income of $117,762. However, a
total of 20,272 acres was involved, thereby returning an average net
operating income per total acre of $5.80. For the pump lands this net
operating income per total acre amounted to $5.22. This relationship,
based on net operating income per total acre, between pump and project
lands represents a ratio of 90 to 100.

The average assessed value of project lands for 1939 was ap-
proximately $31.00 an acre. Therefore, in relation to project assess-
ments, and on the basis of value reflected by net operating income,
pump farms would be assessed at - a total value of land and pump of
327.90 per total acre. However, the average assessed value of pump
lands, including land and pump for 1939 amounted to only $16.70 per
total acre. Under the present assessment method of evaluating pumping
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plants at $40.00 per horsepower for taxing purposes, the average
assessed value of pumping plants on the 93 pump farms amounted to
$9.37 per total acre. Therefore, the comparable assessed value of pump
lands, exclusive of pumping plants, should average $18.53 an acre, if
the present level of pumping plant assessments is accepted. The 1939
assessed value per acre of these pump lands ) exclusive of pumping
plants, was $7.33.

Uncertainty as to the adequacy of the underground water supply
is advanced by some as a cause for pump lands receiving a preferential

tax position. This hardly seems justified, however, considering the
history of the project lands in regard to available water and the un-
certain policy with regard to repayment of construction costs. Although
water costs are lower and profits greater on the project land actually
growing cotton, pump farms are able to devote a sufficiently higher
percentage of total acreage to cotton production so that profits per
acre (total pump lands) approach that for project lands.

Relation of Assessments to Appraised Values

An apparent inequality in the average level of assessments
between the two types of farm lands -- namely, pump and project -- has
been noted. Values and, therefore, assessments of individual farm lands,
will vary from the average. One method of testing the accuracy of
assessments is to compare the ratios of assessed values to appraised
values of individual parcels of farm lands.

The assessment ratio was calculated for each of 58 farms in the
project area on which current Farm Credit Administration appraisals
were available. Average assessed value per acre of the 58 project
farms was $31 and the assessment ratio was found to be 26 percent,
that is to say, the total assessed value of these farms was 26 percent
of the actual appraised value. (Average appraised value was $120 per
acre.)

A distribution of these farms on the basis of the ratio of
assessed to appraised value by percentage groups, using a 5 percent
interval, is given in table 17. Of the 58 project farms,- 53.8 percent
of the totnl value was assessed at 21 to 25 percent of appraised value,
and 35.3 percent of the total value at 26 to 30 percent of appraised
value.

The average deviation of the various individuel assessments
from the average assessment ratio is a significant figure and is found
to be 2.7 percent for the 58 project farms.

The conversion of this figure to a 100 percent assessment ratio
basis is necessary if the figure is to be used as the basis for judging
the fairness and equality of any assessment. Obviously a 10 percent
average deviation from an average assessment ratio of 100 percent is
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Table 17.-- Distribution of assessments on . thelasissof
assessed value to appraised value,'

58 project farms, 1939 - 1/

Interval - ratio of
assessed value to
appraised value

:Number:
:	 of	 :
:farms 	:

Acreage
:
:
:

Total
appraised
value

: Percentage of
:total appraised

value
Percent interval :Number: Acres : Dollars Percent

• .
16 - 20 : 3 : '160 : 21,120 : 2.3
21 - 25 : 26 : 3,881 : 498; '327 ' ': 53.8
26 - 30 : 23 : 2,781 : 326;455 : 35.3
31 - 35 : 5 : 686 : 64,359 6.9
36 - 40 1 160 : 15,600 1.7

Total 58 7,668 : 925,861 : 100.0

1.1 Farm Credit Administration appraisals of present farm values.

something quite different from-a : 10 percent average deviation from an
assessment ratio of 25 percent. Other- things "being equal; the former
would indicate a good assessment and the latter a very poor ono ..

The measure that takes into account both the average assessment
ratio and the average deviation from this -ratio is termed the coefficient
of dispersion. In the case of the 58 project farms the'Coefficient of
dispersion was 10 percent: 2.7 (average deviation) - 	.10 C. of D.

.26 (average assessment ratio)

It is generally accepted - tha aPoefficient of dispersion of
only 10 percent indicates a good assessment.

Unfortunately this, technique sheds. no light on the question of
the accuracy of assessment as between pump and project lands ., inasmuch
as *sufficient appraisal.data on thè former were not available.

Relation of Assessments to Productivity

A frequent criticism of most assessment procedures' is the
tendency toward regressiveness that is, individual assessments con-
centrate near the averhe . with the result that low-valued property is
overasses.sed:and high.4valiaed property:undeircssessed. It is generally
agreed that productivity is an important factor in appraising agri-
cultural lands. In this connection the question has been asked, If
these farms were aSseSsed in the same relation to each other as the
amount of cotton allotted to them under the AAA program, how would
these assessed valuations compare with the present assessed valuations?
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A cotton production index for each -farm was constructed on the

basiS of the average adjusted yields for the 243 pump and project

farms. These adjusted yields are based on actual historical yields

reported, supplemented by the judgment and knowledge of the county

committee and represent the best available index of the productivity

of the various farms. The total AAA allotted production for these

farms amounted to 9,672,032 pounds on a total allotted acreage of

19,395 which gives a total average -yield of 499 pounds per acre. The

average adjusted yield per acre for each individual farm was then

expressed (on the basis of 100) in relation to the average yield per

acre (499) for all farms.

The productivity rating thus arrived at ifv:!s used as a basis for

arraying the farms in the project sample and also in the pump sample.

The total assessed value for the farms in each group was then computed
and the • average assessed value per acre determined.

Table 18 illustrates the distribution of prbject farms according
to their productivity index arranged into 7 groups, and with the
corresponding assessed valuation per acre.

Table 18. — Distribution of project farms by productivity
groups, average assessed value per acre, and
average adjusted value per acre redistributed
on the basis of allotted cotton production

:
Productivity

index	 :

Number	 Average
of	 :	 assessed

farms	 :value per acre

Average
adjusted value

per acre
: Number	 : Dollars Dollars

59 — under 20 29,79 14.86

60 — 79 20 29.88 21.84

80 — 99 40 30.32 28.05

100 — 119 26 30.02 32.35

120 — 139 26 33.74 38.43

140 — 159 9 32.54 43.80

160 — over 9 31.87 54.90

Total 150 31.02 31.02

It is apparent that there is very little relationship between
yields and assessed values; 20 of the 150 project farms had a produc-
tion ind ex of less than 60 and were assessed at an average of 4'29.79
per acre, compared with 18 farms with a production index of 140, or
more, assessed at an average of 32.20 per acre. The 26 farms with
productivity ratings of 120 to 130 were assessed at an average of
$33.74 per acre, the highest of any group.
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The average adjusted , valuation indicates the result of re-
distributing the total assessed,valuation of the 150 farms on the
basis of allotted cotton production, One pound - of"dotton allotted
represents 0.l402 assessed valuation for the 150 project farMs.
Evaluating the individual farms on this basis does not change the
total assessed valuation, but only redistributes it among the farms.

In the case of pump farms, results are similar to - those found
for the project farms,. although current assessments show a somewhat
greater relationship to productivity than now exists in the assessments
of project lands. Table 19 shows the distribution of pump farms by
productivity groups.

Table 19. - Distribution of pump farms by productivity groups,
average assessed ,value of land and pump per' acre s
and average adjusted value per acre redistributed

on the basis of allotted cotton production

:
Productivity	 •

index	 :

Number
of

farms

	

Average assessed	 Averaged
	value land & pump 	value,

per acre	 •,

adjusted
land & pump

per acre
- Dollars: Number Dollars

59 - under 11 12.94 6.64
60 - 79 14 14.92 11.87
80 - 99 32 16.60 14.60

100 - 119 17 18.33 20.00
120 - 139 10 18.26 23.91
140 - 159 7 18.88 27.48
160 - over 2 14.14 31.76

Total "93 16.70 16.70

The present assessment on pump lands averaged $12.94 per acre
for land and Pump on the 11 farms with a productivity index under 60;
$14.92 for thé 14 farms in the 60 to 79 production index group, and
$16.60 for the 32 farms in the 80 to 99 production index group. However,
very little variation in assessment among the production index groups
above 100 was found.

The above is intended only to show the way in which productivity
might'be used along with other factars in readjusting assessed valua-
tions, and should not be considered as furnishing any final or unique
criteria for such an adjustment. . The most serious weakness of attempt-
ing to base values on productivity alone aies in the fact that no con-
sideration is given to comparative cost of production necessary to give
a particular yield. It is generally recognized that these are extremely
variable within an area as a result of variation in soils, even though
rater supplies are equally available and skillful management is practiced.
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However, a strictly accurate assessment would probably display a wider
distribution of assessed values and a closer relationship to produc-
tivity.

Relation of Assessments to Soil—Type Groups

To measure the effects of significant soil differences, the
soil types of the area were grouped according to similar character-
istics.. Although six groupings of soil types were made, most of the
land producing cotton occurs rithin the three groups A., 0., and D. 2/

The distribution of the pump and project farms by soil groups
is shown in table 20.

Table 20. — Distribution of pump and project lands by
soil type groups

Soil:
	 Pump lands	 Project lands

type:No. of: Total
:farms : acre-
: 1/ : age
:Number: Acres 

:Average :Assessed value:No. of: Total:Average:Assessed
:adjusted:per acre land :farms : acre—:adjusvalue per
: yield : and pump : 1/ : age : yield : acre

Dollars	:Number: Acres:	 :Dollars 

	

A : 14 : 5,032:	 541

	

C : 31 : 10,023:	 511

	

D :  43 : 9',292:	 433

	

Total : 88 : 24,347:	 489

17.89	 :	 9 : 2'1 001: 602 : 31.16
17.72	 : 75 : 8,617: 521 : 31.22
1471	 : 51 : 6,926: 483 : 30.59
16.60	 : 135 :17,544: 513 : 30.96

•	 •	 :	 :	 : 
1/ Fifteen project and 5 pump farms were omitted from the tabulation because

of a combination of soil types in which no one type was predominant.

7/ Soil—type groups are from an unpublished land 'classification by •

M. A. Klein, Buren_ of Agricultural Economics, and H. V. Smith, Uni-
versity of Arizona, prepared from a soil survey of the Casa Grande
area, Final County, Bureau of Chemistry and Soils, 1936. These
groups may be described briefly as follows:

Group A — Deep, leVel, bottomland soils having medium—textured
subsoils (types of Pima and Gila series).

Group C — Generally sloping valley lands with medium—textured
surface and subsoils (primarily types of Mojave and
Laveen series).

Group D — Gently sloping valley lands having compact subsoils
(types of the Casa. Grande sries, largely).
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Significant differences in yields as between soil groups will
be noted. The average yield on soil group A is much higher than the
average yield on soil group D for both pump and project lands.. The
average assessed value per acre of land and pump for pump lands on
soil group A is l7.89 compared with, $14.71 for soil group D. For the
project farms, however, no significant difference in the average
assessed values of the 3 soil—type groups is found, despite a rather
ride variation in the average yields..

In addition to the differences in yield per. acre,.boiI,type
groups are significant from another standpoint; namely, their differ-
ences in water requirement and the.Variation in need for crop rotation.

The soils of group A may be dfficiently 'irrigated with average
or lesser amounts of irrigation water. . Tillage of this soil offers no
particular difficulties so that the ordinary 'systems of irrigation and
tillage may be practiced. The general observation of farmers in this
area is that crop rotation with alfalfa' is unnecessary to maintain high •
yields. This is probably due largely to the fertile black silt re— .
ceived in the irrigation water, and partly due to the relatively short. -
term of experience available on these soils.' It is doubtful, however,
that cotton production can be kept up indefinitely without crop rota-
tion. Probably other crops should be gram at least T year in 5.

Group C soils can probably be farmed with average costs of
tillage and average efficiency of irrigation. However, it is. generally
conceded that crop - rotation is absolutely necessary and that for con-
tinued high yields l 'alfalfa should be grown on half the land.'

The soils of group D offer problems. .of tillage under- average -

management and require a crop rotation, including alfalfa, about 50
percent of the time. Additional hazard exists in the danger from
alkali where careful irrigation is not practiced. Additional tillage
costs are conservatively estimated at $1 to $3 per acre annually, as
deep tillage is essential to high crop. yields. _The water efficiency
is probably not significantly lower  on these soils when careful' manage-
ment is practiced.

A tabulation of the pump and project farms by soil—type groups
and the proportion of cash crops in the rotation, as reflected by per-
centage of irrigated acreage planted to cotton reveals the following: 

Pump lands	 Project lands
:Percentage irrigated acreage:Percentage irrigated

in cotton	 : acreage in cotton  
Soil group   

A 82.4 : 57.8
73.7 46.0

D 58.7 45.9

Variations such as these in the percentage of the total acreage that



—41—

can be devoted to the cash crop will inevitably be reflected in net in-
come. When these differences are taken into consideration in arriving
at relative values, in the manner suggested in the section entitled,
"Comparison of Pump and Project Lands on Basis of Capitalized Income",
for the 3 soil—type groups, the following relationship seems to exist:  

PuElEjands  Project lands     
Capitalized value of
net operating income

per total acre 
Dollars
—194
139
99 

Soil Type	 : Capitalized value of net
groups	 :	 operating income

per total acre    
Dollars 

A	 170
135

D	 47   

The reader should be cautioned against looking upon the above figures
as representing actual values. They are significant only for the light
they throw on the value relations of different groups and subgroups.

Productivity and related factors are not exact criteria for
appraisals or assessments. However, there seems little doubt that by
utilizing and comparing AAA yield records, productivity ratings by
soil groups, etc., a more ,accurate assessment could be attained and
that the tendency to assess to the average could be counteracted. •

State Lands Being Farmed

The recent growth of irrigated agriculture on leased State lands
in the pump area has important implications from the standpoint of agri-
culture and public finance in Find County. Although it is not con-
sidered within the province of this report to deal extensively with
the many complex problems arising from the policies regarding control
and operation of State lands, certain factual data have been assembled
that have a bearing on the problem.

Current lease prices of State lands are as follows: Agricul-
tural lands (acreage cultivated), $1.00 per acre; lands in process of
development for cultivation, 5 cents per acre; and grazing leases, gen-
erally l cents per acre. Leases are generally for a 5—year period
subject to renewal. Most of the State lands under irrigation and
under process of development LI Final County are an extension to the
south of the privately owned pump lands that have been discussed. The
greater part of this State land has been under grazing lease and the
current price . for the transfer of lease rights on those lands suitable
for irrigation has averaged approximately 5 per acre. This develop-
ment of State lands is continuing and the ultimate extent and effect
on the agriculture and local taxing units cannot yet be fully determined.

From the standpoint of taxation, the State lands are tax exempt,
but the pumping plants and other improvements are taxable. The minimum
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sale price of State lands in the' area appears to be fixed by State
constitutional provisions at $25 an acre. 8/ So long as the lease
price remains at the nominal figure of $1.00 an acre or only 4Ter-
cent of the minimum sale pricel and so long as the effectS of the
increased pump irrigation on the water table is uncertain, it is un-
likely that this land will come into private ownership and add to the
tax base of the local taxing Units. Pumping plants and other improve-
ments on State lands do.serve, however, to increase the tax base.

A tabulation of State lands. in Final -County participating in
the 1939 AAA program shows that of.a total of 19,765 acres, 9,651
acres, or 70.1 Percent, t'ere - in cultivation. The total lease price
or amount paid to the State was $5,69l,57 : The assessed value of the
pumping plants (1940 9/) amour-I -L -3d to $102,400.00 on which total general
property taxes amounted to $3,737.62. Total A.C.P. and parity payments
amounted to $5O,245O0.

A comparison of privately owned pump lands with the State lands
under the 1939 AAA program shows that State lands will pay an average
Of 44 cents per irrigated acre in general property taxes plus $1.00 per
irrigated acre in lease rentals, as compared with an average - of $1.40
per irrigated acre in general property taxes on privately owned pump
farms. The advantage of leasing State lands under present tax require-
ments and lease rates appears to be obvious. As long as an operator
can lease State land for $1.00 per irrigated • acre and can pay approx-
imately 44 cents per irrigated acre in taxes, he has no incentive to
own land on which he must pay roughly $1.40 per irrigated acre in taxes
alone exclusive of any consideration.of interest on investment.

CONCLUSIONS. .

(1) The increase in tax rates during the last decade, particu-
larly during the first 3 years of the period, has been directly related
to the concurrent decrease in assessed valuations.

(2) Changes in the amount of the State tax rate on property
have been particularly responsible for fluctuations in the total proper-
ty tax rate.

(3) The relatively high State tax rate has undoubtedly encouraged
lower assessments, which in turn have necessitated higher local rates in
the settled organized areas.

8/ Article 10, Section 5 of the trizona State Constitution. • "..• no lands
which are or shall be susceptible of - irrigation . . . under any .-.
project for the reclamation of lands, shall be sold at less than
twenty—five dollars per acre."

.9_/ Taxes were computed on the basis of the 1940 assessment the to the
•	 fact that at the time of the 1939 assessment some of the pumping

plants were not installed.
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(4) Tax delinquency is not particularly significant from the
standpoint of the solvency or fiscal policies of the local governmental

. units. From the standpoint of land use and the formulation of land
policies, however, tax delinquency appears to be a definite problem.

Delinquency . on,grazing lands • appears to be encouraged not only by
heavy tax loads, and the fact that current lease prices of State  lands

are substantially lower than taxes on comparable private lands, but
also by a lax administration of existing statutory provisions 'pertain-
ing to delinquency.

(5) Indebtedness of local governmental units has been reduced
materially in recent years and constitutes no serious problem at the
present time.

(6) Dependence of county government on the property tax has
declined some7:hat in recent years, primarily as a result of the Use
of State sales tax receipts for county bond retirement.

(7) County general fund expenditures have increased during  the
decade due primarily to increased responsibilities in the field of pub-
lic health andwelfare. Total axpenditures for all divisions of county
government, following a material decrease from 1930 to 1934, have re-
turned to approximately the 1930 level. On a per capita basis, these
costs would show a substantial decline.

(8) A very material increase in school enrollment, both ele -

mentary and - high school, accompanied by a very slight rise in actual
total costs, has resulted in reductions in costs per pupil in A.D.A.
for elementary schools from 96.67 in 1929-30 to $78.99 in 1933-39.
The same figures for high schools are $368.77 in 1929-30 and $195.85
in 1938-39.

(9) In 1938-39, 91 percent of the total county A.D.A. found in
the 15 larger districts had a total school cost per pupil in A.D.A.
of $75.62, compared with a cost of $112.50 per pupil in A.D.A. for the
9 percent in the remaining 11 smaller districts.

(10) Pump and project lands display a wide variation with respect
to land use. In the sample used, 54 percent of the total irrigable
acreage of pump land was devoted to cotton production, compared with
28 percent for project lands.

(11) The average assessed value per total acre (land and pumping
plant) for the pump area (1939-40) was $16.70, compared with $31.02
for the project area. The total tax per acre was $0.95 and $1.61,
respectively.

(12) On the basis of an analysis presented in the section en-
titled, "The General Property Tax Structure and Local Government Organ-
ization in Final County", the relationship of average values of pump
and project lands appears to be one of 90 to 100.
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(13) On the basis of a sample of recent Farm Credit Administra-
tion farm loan appraisals, project lands were assessed at an average
of 26 percent of appraised value and, in the sample used, the coefficient
of dispersion of individual assessments was only 10 percent, which
represents a close correlation between assessment .and appraised value.

(14) Little or no relatienship between cotton productivity and
assessed value on either pump or project lands was found.

(15) There is a significant relationship between soil type
groups and both cotton productivity and crop rotation. Neither of
these factors appears to be significantly related to _assessed values.

(16) The problem of State lands leased for irrigated farming
has important implications for land use and local government finance.
The State lease price on these lands, plus the tax on improvements is
roughly equivalent to property taxes alone' on comparable privately—
=led pump lands. This would seem to justify an increase in•State
lease prices . amounting to at least the equivalent of interest on in-
vestment on similar privately—owned land. •

Obviqusly;.certain improvements in the tax structure; particu-
larly in assessment procedure and policies governing tax delinquency
and control and lease of State lands are pertinent to land use planning
in the area. It is believed, however, that these•are within  the
province and are chiefly the responsibility of local planning groups,
and that concrete recommendations as well as the formulation of lines
of action should come from that source.
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