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Executive Summary

THE 198792 CALIFORNIA DROUGHT SUBSTANTIALLY REDUCED THE SUPPLY. OF FEDERAL AND
state irrigation water available to farmers in the Central Valley. Overall, the reduction
amounted to more than 50 percent when the pre-drought period 198486 is compared
with the final years of the drought.

The Central Valley Improvement Act (CVPIA)}, passed in 1992, mandated 2 major
shift of irrigation water from farms to urban and environmental restoration uses. The act
is éxpected to affect the Central Valley in much the same way as the drought, and the
areas hit hardest by the drought will likely be the most severely affected.

'Several independent reports of harvested cropland were used to determine the
drought-related decline in harvested acres. It is estimated that approximately 176,700
acres were lost due to the drought. The greatest declines in harvested cropland were found
in Fresno County, especially on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley.

Of all the crop categories, field and seed crops experienced the largest net decrease in
harvested acres within the Central Valley Project service area. Harvested acreage for
vegetable crops, however, grew during the same period, though the entire increase was
accounted for by processing vegetable crops, especially tomatoes. Fresh vegetabie acre-
age showed a net decrease; melon acreage was especially affected.

As a result of cutbacks in production, labor demand was reduced by an estimated 4
million hours, a decrease equivalent to 2,350 people working full-time. According to
statewide employment reports, the impact was mixed; employment rates varied from
~ county to county. Fresno County did witness a significant decline in on-farm employ-
ment, but, at the same time, the on-farm employment rate in Kern County rose. The
western Fresno County community of Mendota was particularly affected: its official
unemployment rate grew to 41 percent. While some of this increase may be attributed to
California’s recession, the effect of drought-induced cutbacks on hired farm workers has
been substantial.

Social and community impacts of new federal environmental laws, such as the
CVPIA, must be determined prior to implementation, and mitigation measures must be
deircloped and adopted In addition.  farming practices should be encouraged

.LL.

ough measures of water use should be mandated, mcludmg water meters, if necessary.
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CALIFORNIA’S CENTRAL VALLEY IS THE WORLD'S MOST PRODUCTIVE AGRICULTURAL VALLEY,
measured both by physical volume and value of production. Within the valley there are
two primary sub-regions, the San Joaguin and the Sacramento valleys, which together
cover a total of eighteen counties. The federal Central Valley Project (CVP), operated by
the Bureau of Reclamation (U.S. Department of Interior), provides ixﬁgation water to
morc.than twenty thousand farms comprising more than two million irrigated acres, about
‘one-third of the Centra! Valley’s irrigated land area.

As a result of recent Jegislation, water delivery commitments to Central Valley farm-
ers will drop significantly in the years ahead. Urban environmental advocates and devel-
opment interests have joined together with & common agenda to shift water supplies from
farms to cities and environmental restoration. :

In 1992, Congress passed the Central Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA). The
CVPIA contains two new provisions which assure that irrigation water for f_armitig will
continue to dry up. First, 800,000 acre-ft. per year—enough water for four million urban
dwellers—is to be reallocated from farms to environmental restoration. Second, for the
first time, farmers who are under contract to purchase federal irrigation water from the
Bureau of Reclamation are authorized to resell it to the highest bidder, presumably at a
large profit. _ _

While no one can be certain how much water deliveries to agriculture will shrink as a
result of the CVPIA, the act’s effects are likely to be substantial. For example, during the
past fifteen years (1979-93), total CVP water deliveries to agriculture averaged 3.7
million acre-ft. per year'—lower than the amounts specified in contracts with the Bureau
because of prdtracted periods of drought. Nevertheless, the legislatively mandated
800,000 acre-ft. reduction represents a sizeable fraction of current water deliveries.

The purpose of this report is to examine the impact of reduced CVP water deliveries

- on agricultural production and to discuss related policy issues. The recent extended period
of drought in California (1987-92)—and the accompanying reductions of federal irriga-
tion water to Central Valley agriculture—provides a real-world case study of the likely .
effects of permanent cuts in water for farming. For this reason, this report examines:

» the extent of cutbacks in water deliveries to Central Valley farms;

* the corresponding decrease in irrigated land and harvested acreage;

* the implied decrease in labor demand resulting from fewer harvested acres.
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Figure 1: Water Deliveries to Farms

Central Valiey Project Service Area
{in millions of acre-iset)

The drought dried up CVP water deliveries

Each year the Bureau of Reclamation reports the quantity of water delivered to farms.?
Figure 1 shows the total amount of water supplied by the CVP to farms in the project
service area for each of the years 1984 through 1992. In the three pre-drought years,
1984-86, total irrigation water deliveries averaged 4.5 million acre-ft. per year. But in the
final three years of the drought, the annual average feil to slightly under 2 million acre-ft.
According to these figures, the drought accounted for a reduction of about 2.5 million
acre-ft. in CVP deliveries, or 56 percent of pre-drought levels.

While the overall reduction of water deliveries was large, not all CVP service areas
were equally affected. The eight project divisions are located in different areas of the
state, with the degree of water availability depending upon the amount in storage in that
particular region’s reservoirs. -

‘Four of the eight divisions of the CVP were most heavily affected by these water
cutbacks:? the Sacramento River, Friant, Delta, and West San Joaquin divisions. In
guantitative terms, the West San Joaquin Division experienced the greatest drop in
irrigation water deliveries, losing 854,657 acre-ft., or 61 percent of previous levels.




s

IMPACT OF REDUCED WATER SUPPLIES ON CENTRAL VALLEY AGRICULTURE « 3

" Reduced water deliveries led to less irrigated land

The quinquennial Census of Agriculture found a large reduction in the amount of i u'ngat-
ed land in the Central Valley during the drought period.* The most recent Census, con-
ducted in 1992, placed the amount of irrigated land in the Central Valley at 5.7 million
acres, ronghly the same as in the previous Census year, 1987, the first year of the drought.
However, the amount of irrigated land reported in Census year 1982 was 6.4 million
acres, the same as was found for the prior Census year, 1978.

These data suggest that nearly three-quarters of a million acres of formerly irrigated
land were left unirrigated during the two Census drought years, 1987 and 1992. This
figure must be interpreted with great caution, however. First, the Central Valley includes
both land irrigated with federal project water as well as land irrigated with water from
non-federal sources, e.g., the State Water Project or privately owned welis. Second, -
substantial amounts of Central Valley land have been converted to non-agricultural use in
recent years, a process that has little direct relationship to reduced CVP deliveries. Also,
in 1987, a significant portion of Central Valley land was taken out of production under
federal crop acreage reduction programs.’ '

Because the Census of Agriculture surveys farms only once every five years, this
relative infrequency of reporting limits the ability of the researcher to identify possible
confounding factors that might independently contribute to reduced production, such as
adverse market conditions, weather abnormalities other than the drought (freeze or flood),
govermnment acreage diversion programs, or pest problems.

For these reasons, several other sources were used to determine changes in irrigated
land, harvested crop acreage, and fallow land. These figures can be combined with the
Census findings to provide a fuller understanding of shifts in the actual pattern of land
use caused by the extended drought.

One such indcpendeni estimate was developed using the Bureau of Reclamation’s
annual reports.® The Bureau obtains detailed data on land irrigated with federal project
water from each water or irrigation district with which it has a contract. Figure 2 shows
the amount of both irrigated and fallow (or dry crop) land reported by the Bureau for the
CVP service area for each year from 1984 to 1992,

According to the Bureau’s figures, land irrigated with federal CYP water dropped by
352,072 acres between 1984 and 1992, out of a total of roughly two million irrigated
acres. This determination was made by comparing the amount of Central Valley land
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Figure 2: Agricultural Land Use

Central Valley Project Service Area
{in milliong of scres)

1984 1985 1986 1987 19688 1- 1850 1991 1962
I Irigated Land [ Faliow and dry farmed tand

reportedly irrigated with federal water in the three-year period just prior to the beginning
of the drought (198486, annual average) with the corresponding amount for the final
three drought years (1990-92, annual average).. Care must be exercised in concluding that
this figure accurately represents the loss of irrigated land in the Central Valley since some
portions of the land irrigated with federal water in the period 1984-86, but not in the later
period, may have received irrigation water from a non-federal source, ¢.g., from ground-
water pumping. '

Note again that the three years prior to the drought were compared only with the final -
three years of the six-year drought period. This was done for several reasons. First,
agricultural producers may respond differently to a short-term crisis than they doto a
large-scale, long-term factor, like the drought. In the short term, a plowed field may be
abandoned or a new well drilled. Long-term adjustments may be quite different: a portion
of the farm’s land may be permanently retired and cropping patterns changed from, say,
cotton or barley to vegetables or tree fruit.

Second, water deliveries continued at a relatively high rate in the first several years of
the drought because California’s storage capacity is designed to carry the state through
one or two years of moderate drought before reservoirs are empty. For the initial drought
years, those responsible for water managcment-decidcd to exhaust the reserve supply. It is
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likely that some farmers had relatively little incentive to make major adjustments until
well into the middle of the six-year period.

Finally, calculating the annual average over three-year periods reduces the effect of
spurious factors. Irrigated agriculture in the West differs from crop industries in other
regions in that changes in production may be caused by a greater variety of factors. As
previously suggested, fluctuations in crop market conditions, govemnment acreage diver-
sion programs, non-drought weather factors, and conversion of land from agricultural to
non-agricultural uses may all play a role in changing land use patterns.

Another independent source was used to examine harvested crop. patterns throughout
the entire Central Valley: the County Agricultural Commissioners’ Annual Crop Re-
ports.” According 1o these reports, in the three-year pre-drought period, annual harvested
crop acreage averaged 7,051,190 acres, including irrigated pasture. For the last three years
of the drought, the corresponding figure was 6,874,477 acres.

These figures suggest that the actual reduction in harvested crop acreage in the Cen-
tral Valley during the drought totaled 176,713 acres. This number does not take into
account possible reductions in crop yield or other forms of production loss associated
with drought conditions. For example, livestock producers saw a drastic drop in the
quality of dry land forage as well as an increase in prices for feed crops, both of which
were induced by diminished plantings of these crops.

A fourth estimate was based on published Bureau of Reclamation figures for fallow or
-dry farmed land in the federal CVP service area.® Again, a comparison of the three-year
peﬁod prior to the drought with the final three years of the drought indicates that an
additional 190,108 acres were left fallow or dry farmed during this time period. This
figure is remarkably close to the one for harvested crop land loss based on the county
crop reports cited above. However, this apparent agreement may be coincidental because

the latter is based on a determination of agricultural land use for the entire Central Valley

while the former refers only to land in the smaller CVP service area.

The California Institute for Rural Studies (CIRS) obtained records of water deliveries
by the California Staie Water Project (SWP)—the largest of the non-CVP agencies—for
the period 1984-92. Figure 3 shows annual SWP water deliveries to agricultural and,
separately, 1o non-agricultural water users.




s.mmofnmummmswmou CENTRAL VALLEY AGRICULTURE

Figure 3: SWP Deliveries to Urban and Agricultural Users

.Central Valley Project Service Area
(in mitlions of acre-feet)

J Urban users [ Agricuttural users

Nearly all of the agricultural land served by the SWP is Jocated in Kings and Kern
counties in the southern Central Valley. As Figure 3 demonstrates, prior to the drought
the majority of SWP water went to agricultural users. But starting in 1987, water deliver-
jes to urban users began to climb and, by 1989, were significantly larger than SWP deliv-
eries to agriculture. :

In 1990, SWP irrigation water fell sharply but, remarkably, urban water deliveries shot
up. By the next year, agricuiture’s share of SWP water was cut to nearly zero, a move that
triggered an unprecedented crisis in the Central Valley portion of the SWP service area.
While urban deliveries also dropped off dramatically, nearly all of the available water was
shipped to Southern California municipalities.

According to SWP staff, “There is no precedent for the severe water and acreage
declines experienced in the service area between 1990 and 1991.” More than 90 percent
of the land historically irrigated with SWP water was affected by this reduction. Just
38.385 acres were irrigated with SWP water, compared with 300,000 acres or more in
prior years. In 1992 there was a small recovery, but urban SWP deliveries still greatly
exceeded those to agriculture,

The effect of the drought on agricultural water users in the Central Valley portion of
the SWP service area was severe; water deliveries fell by more than one half. During the
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~ three years prior to the drought, the SWP delivered about 1.23 million acre-ft. per year to
- agricultural users. In the years 1990-92, SWP deliveries averaged 541,215 acre-ft. per
year. _ | ' '
Land irrigated with SWP water dropped by 216,234 acres, or more than one half,
again comparing the 1984-86 annual average with that for 1990-92. Of course, many
~ farmers and land owners sought to replace this loss with groundwater pumping, in many
cases from newly drilled wells. '
Table I summarizes these independent determinations of changes in land use. Both the
Census and the County Agricultural Commissioner numbers refer to all Central Valley
lands, those irrigated with federal CVP water as well as those irrigated with other water
sources. In contrast, Bureau of Reclamation and SWP figures refer exclusively to Central
Valiey land at Jeast partially irrigated with federal or state water. Clearly, the latter data

are a subset of the former.

Table I: Changes in Central Valley Agricultural Land Use

AGENCY LAND USE PERIOD CHANGE {ACRES)
Census Irrigated land Avg. (1987,1982)
vs. Avg. (1978,1882) -740,000
Reclamation irrigated land Avg. (1990-92)
(CVP Service area) vs. Avg. (1984-86) ~352,072
Ag Comm Harvesied acres Avg. (1990-92}
' vs. Avg. (1984-86) - -176,113
Rectamation Fallow & dry farm Avg. {1880-82)
{CVP Service area) |  vs. Avg. (1984-86) +190,108
CA DWR imigated land Avg. (1990-92)
(SWP Service area) vs. Avg. (1984-86) -216,234
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Based on these figures, the net decline in harvested acreage in the Central Valley proba-
bly averaged approximately 176,700 acres for the final three years of the drought. This
* figure represents the net change in harvested acres, and not the total amount of fallow
acreage at the time in question. In fact, the Bureau’s data show that fallow and dry farmed
land in CVP service areas alone totaied 400,777 acres in 1991 and 379,994 acres in 1992.

For the San Joaquin Valley, Northwest Economic Associates (NEA) found a drought-
induced decline of 253,200 harvested acres in 19917 and 172,000 harvested acres in
1992.10 However, the NEA estimate can not be compared directly with our estimate of
176,000 harvested acres lost, because NEA obtained data only for major portions of the
San Joaquin Valley, not the entire Central Valley. Also, NEA asked respondents to com-
pare conditions in specific drought years to conditions corresponding to “normal water

supplies.” __
The estimate of a 352,000 acre reduction in land irrigated with CVP water, derived

from Bureau of Reclamation reports, probably overstates the amount of irrigated land
actually lost. Since Bureau of Reclamation figures refer only to land irrigated with CVP
water, they presumably do not include land that was irrigated only with groundwater
when CVP supplies were no longer available. :

Groundwater partially offset cutbacks in water delivery
There is strong evidence that Central Valley farmers used groundwater during the drought
10 at least partially offset the loss of surface water supplies. The California Department of
Water Resources (DWR) found that the annual number of water well completion reports
doubled in the fina! three years of the drought as compared with the three-year pre-
drought period.!! DWR also reports that while groundwater storage in the San Joaquin
Valley grew by 2.4 million acre-ft. in the pre-drought period, it dropped 8.8 million acre-
ft. over the final three years of the drought.'> NEA reports that several thousand new wells
were drilled in the San Joaguin Valiey for irrigation purposes during the six-year drought,
and that farmers considerably increased groundwater pumping to compensate for loss of
surface water deliveries."

In the southern San Joaquin Valley, it has been a long-standing practice to recharge
groundwater for long-term use. In years with adequate project deliveries, several water
districts allocate large amounts of water for this purpose. For example, in 1986—a very
wet year—about 750,000 acre-ft. were added to groundwater storage." The following
year, at the start of the drought, some 400,000 acre-ft. were removed."
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Figure 4: Harvested cfop Acres
Central Valley Project Service Area
{in millions of acras)

1988 1988 1880 1891 1882

B Fieid and Seed Crops ¢ Fruit and Nut Crops [[] Vegetable Crops

In addition to these deliberate efforts to store groundwater, experts now realize that
normal irrigation practices result in substantial recharge. According to the DWR, “In
many cases, about 15 to 20 per cent of the water applied for irrigation moves past the root
zone and results in recharge of the groundwater basin. The amount of such deep percola-
tion varies in different cases.”'® |

Reduced water deliveries changed crop production patterns
Bureau of Reclamation data was also used to determine changes in the pattern of crop
production during the drought. CIRS obtained data for all years 1984-92 and for each
crop specified by the Bureau.'” Harvested acreage data for each individual crop was
aggregated according to major crop type (field and seed crops, vegetable crops, or tree
fruit and nut crops). Acreage figures for nursery crops and home garden crops were
exciuded from consideration because the amounts were found to be negligibly small.
" Aggregate harvested acreage data for the three major crop types are shown in Figure 4.
Most significant is the precipitous drop in field and seed crop harvested acreage. In
contrast, both vegetable crop and tree fruit and nut crop harvested acreage show rélativeiy
little variation during this period. Despite the sharp decline in field and seed crop acreage,
it is evident from Figure 4 that there has not been any significant shift of crop production
from field and seed crops fo either vegetable crops or tree fruit and nut crops in the CVP

service area.
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These data provide an overall measure of how reductions in irrigation water deliveries
changed the pattern of major types of crop production. However, for many individual

crops the fluctuations in harvested acreage were much greater. :
The crop with the jargest net decline in harvested acreage for this period was cotton,

" down 114,748 acres, or 22 percent; barley ranked second, followed by comn and alfalfa

hay. Acreage devoted to irrigated pasture also dropped dramatically, falling by 16,407

acres, or 26 percent.
Labor intensive crops—vegetables, melons, grapes, and tree fruit—exhibited a mixed

pattern. For example, harvested melon acreage declined by 10,963 acres, or 26 percent,
during this period, and harvested grape acreage fell by 17,295 acres, an 8 percent drop. In
contrast, harvested acreage of processing vegetables, mostly processing tomatoes, in-
creased by 47,866 acres, or 55 percent. But, excluding this increase in tomato acreage, all .
other vegetable and melon acreage showed a decline.

Reduced water deliveries caused a decline in farm employment
_ Bureau of Reclamation crop production summaries were used to determine how reduced
production affected labor needs in the CVP service area. First, the change in harvested
acreage for each crop was determined, again comparing the three-year pre-drought annual
average against that for the final three years of the drought. Second, published labor
demand coefficients,’® which represent hours of labor required annually to produce a
specific crop, were multiplied by the corresponding change in harvested acreage. 'Finally,
the differences in hours of labor demand were summed over all crops to obtain the esti-
mated total change in hours of labor. |
: It is important to note that the above procedure provides only an estimate of the shift
in labor demand associated with the reduction in reported harvested acreage. This labor
demand estimate differs from the water delivery and acreage figures in that it is based on
a calculation and not on any direct measure of change.
Labor demand, determined in this manner, dropped by at least 4.7 million hours. In
other words, an estimated 4.7 million fewer hours of labor were required to produce all
crops in the CVP area during each of the final three years of the drought than were re-
quired during the three-year pre-drought period. - | -
As a result of reductions in water deliveries to the CVP service area, farm employment
declined by an estimated 2,350 full-time-equivalent positions. (One full-time-equivalent
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employed person equals 2,000 hours of work). However, the number of actual farm
employees displaced is estimated at 3,560, and was calculated in the following way: The

~ average California farm employee is able to find 33 weeks of farm employment a year,
which corresponds to about 1,320 work hours. Therefore, on average, 4.7 million hours of
work would be performed by 3,560 farm workers.

Unfortunately, this estimated loss of empioyment can not be compared with changes
in on-farm employment reported to the Department of Empioyment Development
(EDD)."® EDD agricultural employment figures refer to countywide totals and can not be
disaggregated by sub-region. Also, the predicted employment loss represents just over 1
percent of total on-farm employment in the Central Valiey, which is approximately
184,000. Annual variations in this total are six times larger than the estimated decline.
Therefore, losses of on-farm employment within the CVP service area may be too small to
detect in aggregate data. '

Also, most agricultural jobs in California are short-term, particularly at peak season
when the largest number of workers are employed. This results in an unusually large
month-to-month variation in reported employment; published employment reports are
Subjcct to both over- and under-reporting. Employers are required to report only the
number of workers on the payroll in the pay period that includes the twelfth day of the
month. Individuals who are employed at that time but not later in the month are counted
as though they were employed for the entire month. On the other hand, peopie who are
employed later in the month, after the reported pay period, are not counted at all.

The estimate of labor displacement in this report differs somewhat from the values
reported by NEA.% For 1991, NEA estimated a “job loss” of 5,000, but in 1992 that figure
- dropped to 1,600. Evidently, NEA used monthly employment numbers for the entire San
Joaquin Valley to come up with the 1991 estimate, comparing June through November
agricuitural employment, as reported by EDD, against the corresponding 1990 data. For
1992, NEA relied on a calculated value derived from an economic model that provides
estimates of labor reduction for specified crop acreage decreases. Its figures do not refer
either to full-time-equivalents or to number of people actually employed. Rather, they
refer to a count of jobs at a particular time of the year. Perhaps coincidentally, the average
of the NEA estimates for the two years is 3,300, quite close to the value CIRS determined. -
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Fresno County had the biggest decrease in crops and jobs
Fresno County experienced the largest net reduction of harvested crop acreage in the

- entire Central Valley, followed by Kemn and Sutter counties. As noted previously, the
largest decrease in CVP irrigation water deliveries occurred in the West San Joaquin
Division, located primarily within Fresno County. Qur estimate of an 854,657 acre-ft. net
decline represents 34 percent of the net reduction in water supplies to the entire CVP.

Based on the reported change in crop production and the corresponding shift in
estimated labor demand, at ieast 1,200 farm employees were displaced as a result of water
delivery cutbacks in the West San Joaquin Division area. It is likely that the net displace-
ment was larger given the fact that those crops experiencing the greatest proportionate
declines in production—cotton, alfalfa, cantaloupes and melons, and grapes—are pro-
duced mainly in the San Joaguin Valley and are concentrated in Fresno County.

According to EDD, on-farm loss of employment in Fresno County was substantial.
For the years 1984--86, EDD on-farm employment in Fresno County averaged 53,243,%
but dropped to 49,869 for the final three years of the drought®—a loss of 3,374 jobs.

In contrast, on-farm empioyment in Kern County, as reported by EDD, rose from an
average of 27,484 for 1984-86, to an average of 30,541 for 1990-92.% This growth in
reported on-farm employment appears, on its face, to be in disagreement with the Bureau
of Reclamation data showing a decline in CVP-irrigated acreage in Kern County. Howev-
er, as in the case of EDD’s statewide farm employment figures, farm employment data for
Kem County do not refer to the CVP service area only, and so prevent further analysis.
Also, detailed crop-by-crop analysis of the CVP service area land in Kern County would
be needed to determine if smaller total acreage of labor-intensive crops may have re-
placed large acreage of low-labor field crops.

Widespread anecdotal reports of significant job loss in the western Fresno County
agricultural community of Mendota clearly correlate with cutbacks in CVP water deliver-

_Jes and the associated decline in harvested crop acreage. The reported unemployment-ratc
n Mendota was 40.7 percent in 1992, up substantially from the mid-1980s.2* While it is

possibie to attribute a portion of this increase to the recession of the early 1990s, the local
decline in crop work also played a significant role.
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Are factors other than changes in water supply reducing crop production?
It is tempting to attribute harvested crop acreage losses entirely to the drought. This could
be misleading, however, since confounding factors may have independently influenced
.crop planting and harvest decisions.

 Asi ignificant effort has been made in thls study to compare averages for three-year
periods (pre-drought vs. final drought years). In so domg, it is expected that fluctuations

 due to crop market conditions, non-drought weather factors (such as the December 1950 -
freeze), unusual pest problems, and other “normal” fluctuations in agricuiture have been
taken into account. _

One important factor not considered in computing these three-year averages 1s the
conversion of cropland to residential and commercial development. Dr. Alvin Sokolow, a
University of California Cooperative Extension specialist on changes in land use pattemns
in the Central Valley, has compiled detailed county-by-county reports on the conversion

- of farm land to urban uses, as well as other measures of agricultural land loss. While -
preliminary, his data clearly show that in Fresno County agricultural land (not just irrigat-
ed land) shrunk by 21,435 acres between 1984 and 1990, but this accounts for only
about 10 percent of the reduction in harvested acres in the county for this period.

The conversion of cropland to development apparently does not account for the bulk of
the harvested cropiand loss found in this study. At the same time, it is a factor that warranis
additional attention. Farmers who are faced with difficulties in securing adequate irrigation
water might find a purchase offer from a private developer quite attractive.

The requirements of USDA price and income support programs present another
potentially confounding influence. Such programs may include “set-aside” or diversion
requirements which mandate that farmers temporarily fallow a portion of their land in
return for cash payments. If program requirements changed significantly during the period
of study, their effects must be factored out. However, the 1992 Census of Agriculture
found that the amount of “set-aside™ land actually decreased by a large factor between
1987 and 1992,% from 389,181 to 78,550 acres. Significantly more land was divenied

from production in the first year of the drought than in later years. In reality, USDA-
mandated set-aside lands shrunk at the same time as the amount of harvested crop land in
the CVP service did.
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Policy Recommendations

1. Agricultural communities already adversely impacted by water supply cutbacks need
direct emergency assistance. Thousands of people are either without work or have
significantly diminished employment opportunities.

2. Farm operators and businesses providing services to agriculture need a definite time.
line for the determination of future water supplies. The present climate of uncertainty
adversely influences business decisions of all kinds in the affected communities.

3. Comprehensive direct measurements of groundwater utilization and recharge are
needed throughout agricultural areas in California. At present, it is not even clear how
many new agricultural wells are being drilled each year, let alone how much ground-
water is being pumped. This could be accomplished most easily by requiring farm

- operators to document their pumping with electrical consumption receipts. If this does
not prove adequate, then water meters should be required on all agricultural wells, as
is done in Arizona.

4. New programs are needed to assist those displaced by CVPIA-induced reductions in
agricultural production.

5. Social and community impact assessments should be required prior to implementation
of CVPIA-mandated changes in irrigation supplies to agriculture.

6. New inter-basin water transfers, including the water marketing initiatives contem-
plated under the CVPIA, should be suspended until the direct and third-party impact
can be determined.

7. The Western Rural Development Center, an agency supported by the USDA, shouid
be asked to host a workshop and conference in Fresno to identify and respond to
adverse local impacts of CVPIA-mandated water supply cutbacks.
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8. Groundwater recharge, whether through spreading (as is done in the San Joaquin
| Valley) or through normal irrigation practice, should be recognized and sanctioned as

an environmentally sound use of water.

9. More information is needed on the Central Valley’s groundwater table, especially the
degree to which it can be relied upon as a supply during extended periods of drought.

10. Ecological farm operators should be encouraged by recognizing their farming
practices as an environmentally sound use of water.

" 11. Agricultural water use practices should be examined in the context of open space
management. For example, farmers could become sanctioned custodians of open
space. In such a context, natural resource management might very well include -
irrigated farming as an environmentally beneficial practice. |
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Appendix 1: Farm Empioyment, 1984, 1985, and 1986—EDD
07x includes 071, 072, 076; all other 07x are excluded, except 0724 (cotton ginning) is reported in
Fresno, Kern, Kings, Madera, Merced, and Tulare counties. - '

1984
County SIC° M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M3 M9 MI0 M1l M12 AVEEE™
Butte D1 2405 2330 2302 2276 2562 2355 2370 2841 3045 3086 2631 2226 < 2534.08
02 107 10 13 11 113 115 B8 B8 B8 127 108 17 10747
07x 379 388 375 383 517 414 473 586 452 747 €83 518 491.25
Coiusa 01 920 1136 1633 2581 2528 2557 2558 2612 2501 2228 1513 1225  1989.33
g2 a3 34 37 55 8 8 6 81 79 26 5 26 5558
07x 232 232 227 317 343 347 328 317 323 258 214 181, 27742
Fresno 01 26045 20849 18904 25520 30816 36383 35774 40249 69779 25644 23168 27383  32535.25
02 2844 2834 2877 2079 2980 3111 3023 3026 23053 2910 2018 2892 295362
07x 12051 10634 10541 16999 23250 28BB1 28949 132506 31543 12219 11484 13580 19468.62
|Glenn 0% 1021 1007 1019 1020 1026 1059 1048 1152 1219 1617 1274 1135  1133.08
G2 314 GS24 367 955 G73 420 380 369 361 398 GB74 366 365.08
O7x 251 276 200 430 308 272 343 341 316 339 251 314 30342
Kem 01 15625 13341 12248 15544 19013 22411 22846 19033 15551 11251 10964 12599  15860.17
o2 878 887 910 908 928 913 BG1 856 817 914 937 74 B98SE
07% 10410 B376 B262 9452 14054 16047 160B6 16397 16700 11187 10946 10224 12420.08
Kings 01 3571 3619 3826 4387 5600 €335 5458 5163 5164 4195 4265 3975 463067
g2 707 7I0C 733 737 626 B29 Y58 779 863 746 719 TIS 76517
O7x 632 559 669 1309 1806 2020 1316 1308 1479 916 540 816  1146.33
Madera 01 5223 4086 3161 3100 3812 4278 4379 6368 11281 4216 2006 4437 477058
02 478 551 581 494 480 4B8% 432 456 567 532 532 528 51017
07x 1415 1070 936 1138 1634 1702 1775 3841 4708 1832 1803 2580 2037
Merced 01 4430 4336 4578 5030 6422 7605 8619 10177 5439 6449 4578 4536  6349.92
02 1580 1646 1693 1750 1807 1885 1788 1754 1794 1838 1707 1680  1752.58
O7x 1111 1027 1168 1531 1918 2613 3367 3409 3739 2798 2286 1835 223517
Placer 01 330 317 334 438 434 420 383 370 344 321 253 309 35442
02 145 136 139 146 441 142 130 132 142 126 12 128 13675
07x - —_ —_ - - — — — _ —_— -_ —_— -

*  Stands for “standard industrial classification” code of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
=* Stands for “average employees”, and is the sverage of the twelve monthly figures.
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1984 (cont) :

County SIC M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M8 Ms M0 MN Mi2 AVEEE

Secramemic 01 1554 1500 1516 1915 1996 2034 2516 2637 2254 1737 1531 1627  1901.33

02 377 371 380 434 444 449 438 401 386 414 423 303 40982

) o7x 502 471 3717 866 1140 187 654 1037 822 367 235 265  660.25
SanJosquin 01 7850 6874 9425 11800 15792 14456 10022 9506 9208 9778 7473 6954  9929.08

. o2 1597 1646 1653 162¢ 1695 1668 1103 1086 1096 1682 1620 1636  1508.67
O7x 2221 1804 2467 8207 7071 9301 5920 6184 B985 3864 2368 2482 460442

| Solano 01 844 872 167 1612 1915 2101 2060 2383 1991 1385 1085 865 152283
02 137 135 146 148 164 172 143 132 126 166 126 132 14382

o7x 168 210 282 563 852 1056 642 681 594 213 142 108  458.25

Gmnisiaus 01 4018 4523 4525 4702 6291 8000 7600 9087 9991 6444 4826 4526 629358

02 3014 3019 3014 3069 3079 3094 3086 3048 3083 3214 3132 375 308362

07« 1383 1266 1300 2582 3263 4748 4880 4426 5080 3628 2808 2133 312367

Sutter 01 1837 1880 2012 2517 3460 3501 4078 6163 4916 2778 2267 1937  3127.83

02 74 77 o4 16 11 14 M 121 M 8 80 75 97.25

o7x 200 216 358 847 392 470 523 443 546 540 539 0966 41242

Tehama 01 789 527 584 633 630 688 694 853 1029 1315 744 920 780.5

02 217 216 214 234 234 223 190 194 182 220 208 183 21025

o7x 20 12 14 21 24 22 67 B 107 254 47 4 5042

Tulare 01 11600 13226 25173 11519 13650 17953 15664 16972 195B9 13121 10417 10110 14816.92

G2 1648 1703 1740 1807 1895 2007 1891 1977 2077 1820 1781 1B10 184725

O7x 10650 10244 0358 12157 14206 15555 12528 13460 17070 12011 10573 10013 1232625

Yolo o1 1506 1808 2372 3745 4250 4530 4841 4876 4716 3204 2834 1753 33385

2 93 104 9 9 101 108 g7 74 83 120 132 9633

O7x 676 T11 B34 2010 2128 2446 2440 1616 1509 1153 910 675 144258

Yuba 01 924 1201 1151 1196 1424 1384 2204 2884 2042 1299 1129 1141 1505.75

02 54 53 52 8 74 68 & 57 73 84 50 49 61

372 308 318 238 277 340 235 1354 195 80 72 36 23542

190,260.58
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1985
County SIC M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 ME M9 MI0 M1 M2 AVE EE
Butte Ot 1973 1834 1745 2198 2542 2310 2364 2700 2745 3704 22689 1823 2361
' | 02 73 76 87 91 96 85 75 74 71 T3 70 65 78
07x 510 493 417 434 525 524 513 289 348 117t 638 609 539.25
. Colusa 01 958 1119 1416 1898 2153 2118 2229 2304 2185 2132 1431 1026 1747.5
02 34 63 35 45 61 34 28 84 28 2 59 26 41.08
07x 141 131 188 364 208 303 292 228 246 225 190 145 229.25
Fresno 01 24772 20276 16950 22583 26920 31887 32534 43516 66689 20645 19492 25605 30104.25
02 297 -2909. 2808 2886 3054 3216 3165 3090 3038 29‘.|1 2710 2641 2549.82
07x 12285 11008 10371 16648 23018 30702 2B351 34932 33836 17858 14732 16222 2083033
Gienn | 01 1021 1007 1019 1020 1026 1059 1048 1152 1218 1617 1274 N135 1133.08
02 314 324 367 2355 373 420 360 369 361 398 374 366 365.08
O7x 251 276 200 430 308 272 343 341 316 339 261 314 303.42
Kem 01 11655 9372 9307 13905 15480 15803 21906 18440 13387 11736 10313 12507 13650
D2 894 836 858 795 788 770 B46 B16 803 B33 B4F 842 827.17
D7x 10403 6791 8923 11174 14557 16262 18966 17381 15420 11657 10737 10595 12988.83
i Kings. 01 3149 3248 3240 4054 4835 5669 . 4B74 4578 4284 4340 4165 3594 4168.25
% 02 667 617 648 689 707 B18 T35 7i5 756 Y6t 673 €77 705.25
07x & 875 514 .944 1486 1316 1756 1423 1518 1028 914 781 1068.5
Madera 01 5056 2B97 3115 3406 4446 4599 3721 5486 9665 5824 2435 4140 4657.5
02 445 438 449 431 4B2 461 404 425 470 451 4517 417 443.67
07x 1873 1484 1185 1338 1605 1975 1701 3745 5636 2123 1570 1653 2158.17
Merced 01 3857 3677 3789 4351 5406 5996 6439 8030 7588 6028 4162 3866 5274.08
02 1458 1534 1520 1661 1777 1764 1715 1728 1676 1678 1535 1503  1628.82
07x 1121 1584 1453 2063 2868 23301 4685 5079 6090 3309 3129 2589 3156.75
Placer 01 330 317 334 428 434 420 383 30 344 321 253 309 354.42
02 145 136 138 146 141 142 130 132 142 126 122 125 135.75
] 07x —_ —_— _— —_ —_ - - — —_ —_ —_ - —_
Sacramentc 0t 1441 1470 1200 1604 1756 1BO3 2160 2679 2282 1585 1836 16257 1786.75
02 372 400 380 416 443 437 393 386 384 409 366 388 400.33
) 07» 487 557 276 520 5688 456 714 @77 627 374 212 303 - 49667
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1985 (cont) _ . -
" |County SIC MI M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M3 M9 MI0 M1t Mi2 AVEEE
SanJoaquin 01 6547 6131 7264 10807 13548 12110 0208 12583 15470 9BS1 7084 6828 97975
02 1§50 1579 1575 1617 1613 1630 1619 1596 1587 1645 1660 1647 161067

07x 1781 1633 1834 2681 6804 BO72 5235 5217 7323 4475 2475 2198 412733

01 667 768 B85¢ 1781 2061 1913 2067 2414 1850 1467 1100 947  1488.08

2 114 197 121 107 113 119 108 105 112 119 110 107 M267

O7x 112 122 176 475 743 8996 542 725 648 153 67 86 40825

01 4380 4396 4278 4946 6257 7366 7586 9038 502 6888 4716 4286 6095

02 3033 3019 3062 30803 3168 3348 3306 3190 3714 3188 3130 3162 320158

07x 2808 1785 1862 3123 3567 4520 5386 6282 7376 4586 4087 3857 412242

01 1669 1676 1788 2341 3373 3370 4277 . 6285 5235 2745 2094 1757 305083

02 74 77 S 105 102 5 1M1 21r M 76 980 M 94.17

O7x 173 180 187 270 385 317 700 624 447 646 39 197 37042

01 805 574 579 624 653 647 781 839 1101 1489 770 1023  823.75

02 181 190 182 191 194 185 172 178 173 220 184 176  1B6.33

o7x 53 20. 4 19 20 24 45 6 6 164 1280 M2 63.67

01 10142 §711 6362 10929 13532 17233 15830 16601 18064 13447 0267 0395 12801.67

02 1728 1757 1751 1775 1825 1823 1754 14790 1748 1783 1675 1706  1750.58

07x 10407 8332 9475 11103 12821 15821 12811 14859 15819 15268 11574 11691 12578.42

01 1335 1579 2050 3860 4321 4443 4179 4746 4490 2873 2123 1675 314858
ozwomaawnzasnaonmssiooa?.sz

O7x 584 685 B22 1455 1737 1938 2137 2280 1749 1074 B89 769 134242

01 1024 1061 1113 1322 1483 1458 2642 3368 2254 1410 1273 2B 16285

p2 54 53 52 66 60 62 5 5 73 64 50 48 5782

o7x 58 72 B0 100 182 112 189 329 152 207 162 124  143.08
183,699.92
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1986 :

County SIC M1, M2 -M3I M4 M5 ME M7 M8 M9 M0 M1 M2 AVE EE

Butte 01 1701 1452° 1455 1827 1330 1B19 2018 2484 2552 3484 2360 2182 2102.83
0z 56. €5 sl B3 80 66 k) 70 &3 74. 85 62 69.83

D7x 565 368 487 6567 BO4 698 652 641 526 1248 850 B2 694,75

Colusa Ot 764 766 915 1679 1897 2145 2200 2339 2044 2206 14458 1022 1627.17
a2 a2 30 25 23 36 342

&
8

o2 23 51 M 35
07x 120 140 157 233 2687 276 243 224 23 240 180 M8 204.33

Fresno 01 25364 198912 17085 éSBOG 29384 33061 31915 46858 53607 24997 20882 26190 29587.75
02 2515 2310 22680 2563 2776 2772 3332 3343 3370 2514 2565 2508 2 2735.67
07x 12790 11144 10297 19426 23162 26227 25522 20638 31094 14383 14230 15881 18400.33

Glenn 01 773 648 739 B81 913 960 1013 1048 1186 1478 1044 950 969.42
02 36 329 379 336 350 278 302 283 320 294 284 282 312.83
07x 183 221 218 297 333 331 346 426 - 376 297 230 379 304.33

Kem 01 11080 9473 9606 11741 14104 14035 22155 15830 12205 9828 10005 12245 12693.08
02 848 811 824 B52 B85 B3 Y93 788 7BY 821 805 B27 819.67
07x 8421 9508 8948 11790 16045 16417 18771 18502 168562 12612 118948 12606 13801.75

Kings 01 3176 3064 3088 3959 4343 4717 4173 4100 4310 3884 4093 3616 3B878.5
. 02 666 663 681 742 767 B21 T4 687 V22 676 830 &BS T2
07x 428 411 462 948 1637 1364 2320 232 2184 1317 1321 1120 13195

Madera 01 4237 3350 2653 2651 2846 3454 2527 538D 7085 4408 2582 4227 3867 .42
02 427 421 414 413 403 418 383 370 384 473 447 448 416.75
07x 1230 1222 1315 1279 1727 1842 1638 3300 5018 7410 11544 3727 3437.67

| mercea 01 3385 2066 30B7 4175 4087 5241 6478 78BS 7378 6401 5115 4687 5148.75
02 1419 1420 1463 1577 1652 1604 1588 1622 1537 1563 1531 1416 1533.58
O7x 1088 1290 1211 1977 2229 2ZV71 3933 4244 5240 3865 3156 2577 279842

Placer 01 254 305 312 385 416 380 3858 360 315 342 237 359 343.58
02 1A 16 M7 138 141 143 129 129 132 1289 126 128 128.08

Sacramento 01 1489 1319 1174 1394 1558 1681 3126 2237 2083 1584 1607 1585  1736.42
02 364 365 371 388 407 400 389 391 371 407 399 392 g7
O7x 637 578 2383 437 618 653 794 795 520 269 176 254 51025
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1986 {coht.)

County SIC M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M3 M9 MIO M11 M12 AVEEE

SanJoaquin 01 5684 5740 B362 ©142 11339 9637 8997 12703 13978 0093 6857 6364  9D49.67
02 1575 1624 1832 1610 1631 1804 1596 1580 1612 1652 1663 1655  1620.33
07x 1405 2030 2735 3161 5159 6162 4420 5275 5661 3162 2190 2029 361528

Solano 01 738 702 169 1563 1864 1671 1989 2039 1677 1385 1048 ©12  1394.83
2 87 106 103 M5 M4 1M1t 107 109 96 112 14 108 107.08
07x &2 60 78 496 610 685 703 563 273 158 103 110 J22.58

Stanisiaus 01 3891 3784 3823 9534 4872 5653 7137 8597 8150 6241 4717 4301 5400.33
02 3053 3074 3156 2151 3148 3207 3203 3111 3143 3000 3046 3007 310825

O7x 1693 2054 2184 2098 3820 4903 4200 5592 6978 4320 2025 2871 3713
Sutter 01 1398 1349 1548 2262 3064 2982 4572 5563 4080 2631 2006 1945  2791.58
02 76 7 93 6 9 9 N7 120 10 54 154 &2 84.17
O7x 173 165 192 220 301 272 335 619 477 445 407 189 317
Tehama Ot 830 603 596 675 6318 733 6789 O18 923 1619 1061 1331 88217

02 1685 178 185 196 182 189 167 176 163 178 177 179 178.75
O7x 8 Lk} 12 82 43 49 1B §6 227 267 104 22 71.58

Tulare 01 8391 8218 7310 1076 12490 15454 14524 17483 17413 13703 8847 9981 12165.83
02 1892 1686 1721 1739 1780 1849 1868 1764 1717 17B3 1772 1744 1764.5
-07x 11205 10564 10840 13629 15169 16042 14609 14847 16325 17705 12604 13336 13997.08

Yolo 01 131 1213 1532 3211 3971 4051 3853 4100 3810 2830 2051 1603 2779.67
02 8 B B 98 73 8 9 80 75 100 108 136 82.75
O7x 711 715 @55 1283 1823 1994 1880 1875 2095 1105 900 642 15315

Yuba 01 933 1020 1138 1267 1532 1505 2711 2971 1945 1348 M71 1132  1556.08
174 4B 45 50 54 S6 53 53 54 61 58 54 51 5§3.08
07x 85 72 a2 B9 1711 180 239 347 - 94 3 8 61 133.42

: Total 177,926.58
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Appendix 2: Harvested Acres—County Ag Commissioner Crop Reports

County 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993
Butte 233391 218722 210806 208568 212540 216944 222233 200560 205380 206225
Colusa 221575 235755 218080 224714 231927 268895 240470 230745 229245 277647
Fresno 1383074 1396150 1276741 1299506 1312319 1207931 1249351 1156518 1151191 1227352
Glenn 200199 218288 205972 203913 210873 216180 210944 198760 207056 241085
Kem 888467 807915 782236 B25347 B6I705 B46435 B8I9276 766533 778159 BOETOZ
Kings 494356 S0BE70 498436 517680 518049 508684 536478 495827 492113 512049
Madera 287702 304533 292560 320821 328491 200121 314328 308985 311350 306669
Merced 520307 487808 472087 493015 507921 526177 547258 545572 540638 554155
Placer 51790 50502 50219 51282 47644 50116 50301 51231 52873 53046

Sacramanto 183771 180435 152590 153180 157610 155440 159100 145990 154250 158440
San Joaguin 538160 546110 519150 4985630 507500 S27170 524720 481320 487430 544800

‘|sotanc | 227127 233361 222616 217917 212586 232318 218638 202130 206508 224787
Stanislaus 424522 407792 403485 412B40 405610 406302 450200 455300 454050 440880
Sutter 355950 333790 285838 240677 245504 250284 252026 225319 245742 273088
Tehama 91744 Q0715 85333 84540 82809 77647 76999 77583 7V200 77256
Tulare 728796 711803 672741 680251 676464 674301 732611 762212 780976 775615
Yoio 326023 342730 322147 317700 307722 339597 343407 326108 344156 353480
 [Yuba 74797 668283 73498 67417 68510 73100 73100 77007 77983 77370

Crop Summaries
Fruit & Nuts

1884 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1982 1963
8J valiey 1263135 1297130 1318365 1303841 1306674 1205443 1331289 1339516 1352490 1407185
Sac Valley 231176 284101 269340 276658 273047 276928 283090 283200 238575 300721
Total 1484311 16561231 1587705 1580499 1579721 1572371 1614378 1622716 1641065 1707906

Field & Seed

1964 1985 1986 1967 1988 1989 1950 1991 1992 1993
SJ Valley 3627618 34871568 3218517 3323240 3390020 3238721 3401727 3106282 3158376 3718168
Sac Valiey 1632047 1596755 1448489 1387035 1387128 1476076 1429120 1301670 1383296 1480605
Total 5259665 5083953 4668016 4710275 4777148 4714797 4830847 4407952 4541674 4708863

Vegetables

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 193¢ 1990 1991 1992 1893
SJ Valley 384634 386453 383454 430018 423455 461957 521207 526260 485030 545080
Sac Valley 122144 12735 109270 106215 114550 127517 144208 150573 128502 151027
Total 506778 499188 492724 5362233 538005 589474 665415 685042 613541 606496
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Appendix 3: CVP Crop Production Report, Harvested Acres

The following are harvested acreage figures broken down by specific category and crop. “Change” refers
to the difference between the 198486 three-year average (pre-drought) and the 199092 three-year av-
erage (and of the drought).

1587 1988 1989 1980 1991 1992 Chenge® % Chng

32695 18881 10055 16628  -3a47 -68.64
45959 36213 37688 ' 18144 19048 27001 -58491 73585
5940 5547 13113 6336 7287 7536 +1390  +24.58
165656 215460 220971 19851% 16881 175179 15521 7.0

4346 217 4410 2308 1743 1842 11843 -85.57
127425 96626 121030 109683 53193 76087  -S56397 -42.20
1084 3027 1644 817 842 4593 6030 84.76
2610 225883 272430 NAT2  NTAT 199516 563K .77
166501 145220 170862 120827 134818 1170851 -30850 1997
22042 16147 18811 14520 14790 222 7911 -3528
83819 48524 56501 489048 45328 45077  -16408 -26.00

[} o 0 ] 0 0 — -
10333 11744 11539 5144 15175 17687 -3506 -22.12
0 0 0 0 0 4] - w—

8485 3030 16717 2033 7507 5408 42548 +103.37
52600 689743 C14500 467436 510660 148885  -22.82

532168 BE2G56 49040 7415350 373957  3as282 -1376%0 -28.01

505 849 170 5681 33830 20857  +22882 +8351.08
48806 AB505 41004 23520 21649 22172 15976 -41.58
10 Q 0 o 0 0 -— -

19681 39077 28508 24428 44544 +3879 41355

25250
275083
1890 ™ 1390 1050 3058 1286 470 +35.39
4485
nAn
T892

1584 3143 3544 1461 512 +568 +44.80

7254 3884 2343 4438 6562 11 -—

125 1258 935 756 924 980 +783  +814.43
5693 5599 5318 2321 8418 58718 -145 -2.90
2202 T2 1940 a1 1673 1498 +588 +35.18
106 517 560 706 ate 225 — —
168 ki a5 1 13 20 _ —
2855 11174 12177 2092 1366 1991 +249 +14.88
300 ae2 199 484 578 204 +1594 +76.08
2119 2032 1684 555 500 1235 ~350 -31.51

15820 17720 17108 15313 12632 12880 2 -1323 8.87
40291 88053 412
17507 12105 18085

3%
g
-
g
:

a2 051 -1884 -17.40
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1985

1087 1088 1988 1990 1991 1992 Chenge % Chng

1984 1986
Watarmelons 5434 1527 2812 2475 2283 1823 1az2 1180 1247 2008  -61.84
Onions, dry 12585 14515 28211 18011 17256  1BE25 17288 10574 8338 5373 -30.81
Onions, green 0 20 10 o 0 0 1€ 40 1514 _— -
Paas, proc s3m 3564 2120 1120 2627 2600 3036 2085 408 1929 4686
Pus.fmsh 215 754 A5 411 184 3875 1474 1126 638 - +608 +129.09
Peppers 2442 2489 4284 4319 €033 3880 5245 4839 5943 42281  +74.49
Petatoss, gpnnp 19233 23039 16882 18097 15579 $975 20564  1B420  1B452 508 308
Potatoes, fal 0 o o 0 0 9 o 30 o - -
Squash az 75 an 3m 160 228 172 287 388 +76  +38.20
Tomatoss, proc 104321 98829 102068  D0B144 108437 144274 154786 163818 127813  +47086  +45.26
" Tomatoas, tresh 3r8s 5274 8620 4383 11557 10113 6282 4339 4951 -356 .70
Others 1213 10006 8541 28640 10244 25110 15530 19158 18475 45026  +72.63
Seed—Totsl 40885 43590  4531D 46353 48984 35735 42332  3B4S3 35074  58A2 1321
Affaifa 25791 27801 38647 33008 28648 21378 13127 21026 15651 13412 -44.80
| cCiover 1726 2078 2028 2538 2091 1749 581 1145 903 -1068  -54.84
| Com 149 0 0 0 0 0 0 - -
Grass 0 184 1209 ) 0 ) 0 - -
Lettuce 196 176 0 5 0 0 0 0 - -
Oniong 83 12 a9 87 18 226 a3 108 " +53 +103.92
Peas 0 0 0 a0 282 18 179 40 - -
Potaices o o 0 0 0 0 0 0 — -
Sugar beets o Ve 216 ) 165 57 ) o - -
Others 12738 13374 9117 9848 15828 12040 28333 18051 18372 49176  +78.14
Fruits—Total 400283 428383 423855 425214  ADY2ST  ATA3D4  ADGATZ  ADZBOS  4OTTY1 11830 28
Appies 1208 1621 2875 4264 5217 5503 §760 7291 8035 +5461 42872
Apricots 11585 11712 112868 10241 12773 12478 13872 12231 12307 41276  +1107
Berries 269 265 153 102 20 205 296 ass 360 +101 44469
Cheries 1846 2028 1849 2085 1088 112 1407 1224 1354 £13 3158
Grapeinit a7 43 4 4 57 74 101 133 154 488 421463
Lemons & mes 2985 2824 2735 2872 2673 2574 2454 2580 3020 -183 572
Omnges B tang  B3263 86607 88508 90962  DB425 D181 93540 07157  OE216 49510  +11.04
Detes 0 o ) 0 o ) o 0 0 C - -
Grapes, table 76884 10545 13854 64516 34051 33009 40723 35950 34133 45141 4928
Grapes, other 150794 234687 2282682 175019 188510 193492 183228 185664 102862  -20436 .84
Oives 14195 14882 15116 - 15206 15187 15233 15273 15428 14981 4563  +3B4
Pesaches 12237 12631 12241 12246 1477 12447 13018 10367 10288 1146 -8.26
Pears 2547 285 2633 2410 4267 2389 2175 2088 2023 563 2126
Prunss & piums 18454 19034 18707 . 20220 20154 21130 19961 19845 20045 +685 4359
Others 14923 28085 - 24373 25035 14137 15497 13666 12555 11933 9744  -4338
HutewTotal 4TI 1SATED 155007  ISBII4 148417  ISTSED 154304 157246 149EEE 41456 -—-
Almonds 111720 116351 116408 118120 - 113276 117822 116932 116287 108685 861 -
Pecans 1061 1008 1276 1147 1085 2207 b28 1184 1008 54 -4.80
Wainuts 28743 31173 30628 30592 20756 29147 26961 28547 27824 2471 219
Others 5589 6270 6694 825§ 4290 8393 8573 13220 - 12276 45508 +89
Total 2,992,411 2,231,114 2185568 2,147,901 2,122,362 2,182,268 1,910,332 1,831,635 1842336 341,863  -15.81
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