ASSEMBLY AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE
FEBRUARY 11, 1975

MEMBERS PRESENT: Chairman Hickey
Mr, Price
Mr. Jeffrey
Mr. Coulter
Dr. Robinson
Mr. Getto
Mr. Howard

MEMBERS ABSENT: None

GUESTS: John O. Olsen, Associated Nevada Dairymen, Inc.

John Picetti, Dairyman, President, Associated Nevada
Dairymen

Mark Anderson, Dairyman
S. D. Mastroianni, State Health Department
CharlesiCameron, Lake Mead Milk Producer
Paul E. Neff, President, Elko County Farm Bureau
Mark T. Sampson, Nevada Farm Bureau
Thomas Ballow, Nevada State Department of Agriculture
Orvis E. Reil,
Barbara E. Picetti, Dalryman, Housew1fe
James Perazzo, Dairyman
Randy Capurro, Nevada Dairy Producers Association
Clarence J. Cassidy, Administrator, Dairy Commission
Wm . Canepa, Nevada State Dairy Commission
Herb Witt, President, Nevada Farm Bureau Dairy Council
Andre Aldax, Dairyman
Lloyd Mann, Assemblyman’

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Hickey at 9:15 a.m.
He announced that the purpose of the hearing was to discuss

AB 29, Abolishment of the Dairy Commission. He stated that he
hoped for in-put from segments of: 1) The Federal Marketing
Order; 2) consumers; 3) dlstrlbutors, 4) producers, and

5) enforcement agencies. C -
Chairman Hickey called on ZAsseniblyman Mann, sponsor of AB 29, ~!
for his comments. Mr. Mann stated that he was appearing on behalﬁ L
of the consumers; that the Commission was "set up to protect

small dairymen and consumers to assure a constant flow of

reasonably priced milk in Nevada." He went on to say that

"this has not been the case since the ‘conception' of the
Commission." He stated that 22 dairies had gone out of business
since the enactment of the statute providing for the Commission

and instead of protecting the consumer, the consumer has

suffered; that "we have the highest prices in any major

city surrounding us." He displayed news articles, one of
which quoted Governor O'Callaghan as suggesting the abolition
of the Commission. (Copies attached) "If something isn't doing

the job, you get rid of it", stated Mr. Mann. He discussed the
illegal contributions made during the last political campaign
and the excess funds apid to California producers which must
now be refunded to the California consumer. He also cited the
situation in Arizona where the industry is now having to pay
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for what they did as an industry.

He discussed exhibits received from Mr. Rex Lundberg, Director
of Consumers Affairs Division of the Department of Commerce.
-He stated that prices in the Las Vegas area as of April, 1974
were the highest in the State; that they were 2¢ per half
gallon more than in the Rgno area and that milk in Lake-—-Tahoe
area could he purchased for 15¢ less per half gallon than in
the Las Vegas area; that 7-11 stores charge as much as they
wish for milk and that the Commission setting minimum prices

is ineffectual. "They are guaranteeing a profit. I think this
is wrong! There is no free enterprise."

On January 4, Las Vegas prices were raised 1¢ per half gallon.

On January 27, when hay and grain prices went down, milk did

not. "The retailer is making an unjust profit; their profits
cannot be pinned down.° ‘Safeway is on record as stating that
they want to sell milk for 20¢ a half gallon less than it is
presently being sold for." He quoted Mr. Dini as stating that

he does not think the Commission has done the job. Mr. Mann
stated that he thinks controls should be transferred to the

Food and Drug Division.

Quoting a recent newspaper headline, Mr. Mann:Stated: "The

middle man is milking the bulk of dairy profits". He further
stated?¥ "Look at the guy making the money; the Commission should
do something to deal with the reatiler who is making the small
dairyman pick up the costs." He stated that he would fAot fight

a compromise bhut he'll be back in two years to do something about
it if it doesn't work. "We have two years to prave to the people
of Nevada that we are concerned with them," he stated.

Randy Capurro, representing the Nevada Dairy Producers Association,
stated that he was in favor of maintaining the Commission; that

by abolishing the Commission, bankruptcy is guaranteed for

small producers and distributors in Nevada; that the industry
would be taken over by huge conglomerates, cooperatives such

as those making illegal political contributions, etc.

He further stated that in the '50s, there were milk wars and
total confusion in the market; that farmers were not getting
paid and then were getting paid whatever the distributor

wanted to pay. "We feel the Commission does its job. The
Commission does not guarantee a profit to the industry; hard
work guarantees a profit." The Commission guarantees the amount

of out-of-state milk coming into Nevada. Without the Commission
prices would be reduced temporarily, but then integrated operations
such as Lucky's and Abertson's would bring in their own milk

from California using it as "loss leaders". Prices would then
sky-rocket with the control being held by a few. "Nevada would

be at the mercy of large businesses from California." Profits

are slim to producers; milk has been provided to econsumers at
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a good price. In correcting Mr. Mann, Mr. Capurro stated that
milk at Lake Tahoe is 7¢ less per half gallon, not 15¢; and
that the Arizona case was a criminal case of no concern to
this committee with a penalty of 6 months instead of 1 year,
as stated by Mr. Mann. '

Mr. Price asked if the Committee could conclude that there is
no possibility of the dairy .industry operating under the free
enterprise system. Mr. Capurro stated that the industry would
not operate in the manner in which it now operates; that
there would he no small distributors or producers, as Safeway
and other large cooperatives would take over.

Mr. Coulter asked how many people were involved in the dairy
industry. Mr. Capurro stated that he did not have this information.
In reply 40 Mr. Coulter's question of a compromise bill, Mr.

Capurro stated that he would be willing to return and work &n

a compromise to this measure since he considered this piece

of legislation unreasonable.

Mr, Howard asked about the "Federal Order" operating in Southern
Nevada. Mr. Capurro stated that if the Commission was abolished,
those producers not currently under the Federal Order would have
to come under this order. "I think we should keep our controls
in Nevada."

Mr. Getto asked Mr. Capurro if he felt the producers in the
coops making illegal political contributions were aware of

what was happening. Mr. Capurro stated that he d4id not think
so and that "I think we're very fortunate in having such

a health industry in Nevada." He went on to say, "The consumer
should have more representation on the Commission, but to
abolish it is putting the 'cart before the horse'".

Mr. Herb Witte, President, Nevada Farm Bureau Dairy Council,
compared some statistics as to the number of producers and cows
in Nevada in 1957 and 1974. He stated that he milked 50 cows
in 1957 and now milks 132. He say that it was not fair to
blame the Dairy Commission for the fact that there are fewer
dairies now. He cited the national statistics showing that
this was a national trend. He stated that although there are
few dairies there are still approximately the same number of
dairy cows being milked. He ‘also stated that today we have

a more efficient cow in that in 1959 a cow :'produced about
3,000 quarts a year and today a cow produces about 4,700 quarts.

He stated that many producers retire from the business and
there is no one to take over the business. Land values have
gone up and many producers haver sold out. A small farm
involves an investiment of $100,000 to $150,000. "I'd rather
put it on the come line on a crap table at the Ormsby House
than abolish the Commission." He further stated that

he could not stay in business in a free market and would wouiic!
have to seek aid through the Federal Order or join a large
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coop." He stated that in 1957 they wondered who was going
to pick up their milk and how much they would be paid.

He futher stated that the system here in Nevada through public
hearings allows all segments of the industry and consumers

to be heard, contrary to Federal Order hearings. "The future
of the industry in the State is a bright spot from the
producer's aspect. Nevada has all the ingredients for good
production, if there is some stability."

Chairman Hickey asked if there was any further testimony and
stated that he hoped for help from the Lake Mead area and

asked Mr. Cameron for his comments on the Lake Mead Cooperative
and in particular, mile coming from Minersville; what the
breakdown of costs and prices is in the Lake Mead coop. etc.

He--announced that the next héaring would be on Tuesday, February
18 at 8:00 a.m. at which time they would hear more testimony
on AB 29.

As there was no further business, the.méeting was adjourned
at 10:00 a.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Sandra Gagnier,
Assembly Attache
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AGENDA FOR !)MMITTEE ON..... AGRICULTURE ™ .
Date. Feb. 11, 1975  Time. 8:00 a.m.poom 240
‘ Bills or Resolutions Counsel
to be considered ' Subject requested*
AB 29, Abolishes State Dairy Commission
Fiscal Note: No (BDR 51-406)

-

*Please do not ask for counsel unless necessary.
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- 'SACRAMENTO (UPI) - LEGISLATI"E AUDITO GE’\IERAL HARV Y EOS!Z ﬂAB
PROPOSED A ROLLBACK IN MILX PRICES AS AT LEAST A PARTIAL Rmm TG
CQNSUMERS FOR A $55 MILLION MISTAKE WHICH BENEFITED DAU{

ROSE CHARGED THAT THE DEPARTMENT OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE {-AST Mﬂ
0"ERE§TIMATED DAIRY FARMER PRODUCTION COSTS WHEN IT APPROVED A Fﬂ’t‘;

~ HR HA F-GALLON PRICE INCREASE THAT TOOK EFFECT APRIL
-~ IN A REPORT RFLEASED MONDAY, HE ASSERTED THE nzpanfnswr B:C&HE Aﬁ&gx
o-rna MISCALCULATION IN JULY BUT FAILED TO CORRECT IT.
C. BRUNEL CHRISTENSEN, WHOM GOv. EDMUND G, BROWN JR+ REPLACED. nesba?
£ DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR, sArn'IN REMARKS INCLUDED IN THE REPORT THAI
" ODITIONAL $55 MILLION’ RECFIVED BY PRODUCERS Tunougn THE INCREASE &As
* W BEEN COMPLETELY JUSTIFIED THROUGH INFLATION,."
. CHRISTENSEN, A HOLDOVER APPOINTEE OF FORMER GOV, RONALD Etaann
;- 'EPLACED BY uwxvznsxrv OF CALIFORNIA AT BERXELEY AGRICULTURA é!:s
« TM WALLACE, HOWEVER, CHRISTENSEN WILL STAY,ONM WITH THE nzPAanENr
TEHPORARILY AS A SCONSULTANT,®
ROSE, WHO WORXS FOR THE JOINT LEGISLATIVE AUDIT connxrrsz ALso o
ECOMMENDED THE ABOLITION OF THF 40-YEAR-OLD MINTIMUM EgochA £ AND
g§§3§27§§ICING PROGRAM THAT NOW COSTS MORE THAN $1 MILLION annnaLLV'?o
SEVERAL MEASURES CURRENTLY ARE PENDING IN THE chxsnaruns ra ENB rﬁt
" THE STATELES§EOUGH THE DEPARTMENT SETS’ MINIMUM MILK PRICES AT’THS

. RODUCER, WHO E AND RETAIL I.E"EL. THE AVERAGE STATEWIDE COST OF A
gﬁ}zﬁégﬁ?&; MILK HAS INCREASED FROM 54 ‘CENTS IN 1973 TO 71 CENTS . .7,

THE AUDITOR GENERAL SAID THE DEPARTMENT USED INFORMATION Pﬁﬂﬁmi'ﬂ
,"HE DAIRY INDUSTRY TO DETERMINE PRODUCTION COSTS THAT WERE ABOVE. &ﬁ‘?{ﬁ

G §As A RESULT, PRODUCERS HAYE RECEIVED AN ESTIMATED ADDITIONAL- a:s
. MILLION THROUGH’ DEC. 31 974, AN INDERTERMINED AMOUNT OF wnxcn
REPRESENTS AN OVERCHARGF TO CONSUMERS,® ROSE SAIDs
AT A NEWS CONFERENCE, ASSFMBLYMAN JOSEPH B. MONTOYA, D-LA PﬂEﬂIE ssx
K BELIEVED THAT THE ADDITIONAL $55 MILLION RECEIVED BY DAIRYMEN . .
* 'EQUALLED "THE AMOUNT OVERTHARGED® CONSUMERS.
" "SEN, DAVID ROBERTI, D-LOS ANGELFS, SAID’HE WOULD SPONSOR LEcIsLx?rau
~ NRECTING THE DEPARTME&T 10 DETERMINE THE OVERCHARGED AMOUNT AND TO
;- - WOLLBACK PROBUCTIR PR To NETURN IT TO CONSUMERS. |
WP 02-03 1xata PPS
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. FoOD AND AGRICULTURF, TODAY ANGRILY ASSATLFH’A RFPORT WHICH CHARGED yIs
DEPARTMENT MADE A $55

" ®DIRECT ATTEMPT BY A FEV PFOPLE TO DFSTROY®™ MILY qTABILIZATION STATY ES.;

- UNDER €
" OVEREFSTIMATED DAIRY PRODUCTIOV COSTS WHEM IT APPROVED A VI“E'CENT PER f‘

~ ~ WRX BECA
 AUDITOR GENERAL, SACRAMENTO 1974,"

" essAND IN TIME WILL BE’ ANSWERED. ®

~ WAT THEY ARE REPORTING IS NOT WHAT HIS REPORT STATED,® CHRISTENSEN eaxnﬁ1
" WAS "LOADED" AGAINST THE DFPARTMENT AND THAT ROSE FAILED TO ADEQUATELY

- $5 MILLITON RECEIVED BY PRODUCF

- DEPARTMENT BECAME AVWARF OF THE MICCALCULATIO“ IN JULY AND FAILED TG
4C0RRECT ITe

L
[Se

:umﬁ&l- S&E LCEE WEBE INCUMPLRTF. .~ . - o0 o Savief
fﬂ?"ﬂi 19‘!51 APE T
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MILx 2-4
1ST LD Ccs42 ; , , ‘ .
© BY GEORGE FRAMK ‘ :

- CACRAMENTO (UPI) --'C. “RU”FL C"RICTEMCEM MEWLY REPLACEB DIRECT@R OF

MILLION MISTAKE IN FAVOR’ OF DAIRY FARMERS
CHRISTENSEN CHARGED THF REPORT RY LEGISLATIvE AUDITOR GEVERAt HARVEY‘
M. ROSE "COULDN'T BF MORE DISTORTFD OR MISLEADING®™ AND DEPLORED IT AS A

CHRISTENSEN, A HOLDOVFR APPOINTFE OF RONALD RFAGAN WHO WAE REPLAC D
MONDAY BY GO, " EDMUND G. BROWN JR,, WARVED THAT "IF THESE FEW MYSGUIDED.
FOPLE ‘SCUCCEFD IN SEVDING A GRFAT AtD IMPORTAMT INDUSTRY DOWN THE "DRAIN,.
THEY MUST TAXE THE RE°P0¥¢IPILITY N THF FUTURE - WHEN OUR CHILDREN‘H!“E
TO GO WITHOUT MILy,"

- ROSE, AN. EMPLOYE OF THE LEGICLATURF REPORTED EQRLIER MONDAY - THAT
ﬁRICTENCEN THE DYPARTMENT LAST &EAR MADF AN’ ®ERROR"’AND -

HALF-GALLON PRICE INCRFACE WHMICH TOOX FFFECT APRIL 1, ROSE SAID THE

THE AUDITOR GENERAL PROPOSED THAT MILK PRICES BE ROLLED. BACK N ﬁT :
LEAST A PARTIAL REFUND TO CONSUMERS TO OFFSFT, THE $55 MILLIOV MISTAKE
WHICH BENEFITTED DAIRY FARMERS. B

- IN A STATEMENT, APPARENTLY AIMFD AT THE WIVES OF MEN IN THE DAIRﬁf't,;
INDUSTRY, CHRIST VQQEV DECLAREDS “WHEN MANY OF YOUR HUSBANDS ARE WITHOUT .
O<E OF AN INDUSTRY- FAILURE, REMEMBER THE NAME OF HARVEY ROQE, g

CHRISTENSEN, A CATTLE RANCHER FROM MADoC COUVTY WHO WAS SUCCEKBEB 356:
DIRECTOR BY LU%HER'”TIM' WALLACE, A UVIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA vf
"AGRICULTURAL ECONOMIST, SAID ALL’oF ‘ROSE'S ASSERTIONS ARE 'ANSWERABLV

HE DEFENDED MILX STABILIZATION LAWS, OF WHICH STATE PRICE CONTROLS
ARE AN INTEGRAL PART, AS HAYING PPO"ID%D CONSTANT SUPPLY OF THE -
"PIGHEST QUALITY MIL& AND WILW PRODUCTS AT THE MOQT REACONABLE PBECE
FOUND ANYWHERE IN: THE NATION,® L

"IF HE (ROSE) HAD ANY SELF RESPECT HE WOULD MAKE CLEAR TO THE FRES“ e

F A FORMAL STATEMENT, HE DID NOT AMPLIFY,
BUT AN AIDE SAID CHRISTENSFN BFLIFVED THE AUDITOR GENERAL'S.REPORT -

¥PLAIN THE DEPARTMENT'S POSITION. o
IN AN APPENDIX"TO THE RFPORT, .ROSE SAID THAT CHRISTENSEN, BELIEVED THE
RS THROUGH THE INCREA“E “HAS NOW BEE f
"COMPLETELY JUSTIFIED THROUGH INFLATION.® T e
PICKUP STH PGH$ ROSF, WHO WORKS FOR S o |
UPT 02-04 10339 APS ,
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Callaﬂhan recomme nded the Iealsxature dxscuss at least three mﬁt.hods to reauce %cn
: quest.ons He saxd lawma‘(ers s}*ould takea leok at the makeup of the baard The govemo"
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We urge Preszdent '?‘ard to veto a bxll that Wi d d
" the price’ of a half f!allon of milk and IZcents to a:poun
_ The bill was rushed. quietly: ﬂu‘ough Congress{‘
Christmas -adjournment. and- few people were .a
happened until the measure had passed.. .
- We do not want to s-.art the New Year on suc apr mﬂzﬁ nar
note. PR : :
Thebﬁl will die automatxcally unless the Presulent s:gns
.- Saturday. / 4 ,
. Sen. Hubert Humphrey s::onsored the bﬂl to reqmr&rth 3 ede
government “to raise by - about- ] r: cent. th :
supports the price- of raw milk, - - - p

.. The-cost to- consumers wouI«L ‘beup o= $1 bdhou nextg *ears
mcludmg»hxgher pnces and Tmore;§ :

n

We are”glad the Agrz ulture: Dep rtmen
Economxc Advigors are-asking Ford to kill the bllL t wouldpla&, 11
even,greater purden-on. consumers, especially. those: ‘with: §mal
: mconies and arge families who -alrgady’are hard Pressed.;
The price of milk has been the subject of bitter debafe,nahonanir
and in. Nevada. in recemt years with dairy,
> wholesalers and consur
~ < financial problems.::
" We realize the dairy farvnars areno tgettmgwh i&eydeservei )
, ‘déxry produqts an;d catﬁe, Yetthecensumer 93}58‘




d io daxrymen; .
- a'xd w" men’ have dzonped in
¥ January, but mik  prices for the.
£ consumer’ will. 3
I same, accordmg tQ Nzvada L
Fa"m Bure g Executwe Vice Jairy
‘ 7 Commigsiar | has ordered a seven
cent per Hundredwelghtdecrease g
. in the price milk distributors pay ’
farmersior milkin January .
i A spokesman: for the. commmf
- sion ‘said, haweyer; tHe decrease
- will ot show: up. in: the: form’ cf :
2 Iowe" pnces in grocerysmes .
“The cat was crdened by the
State Dairy’ Commissior because |
- of @ decrease in_the cust of hay. !
and gmm needed to Teed: milk

i
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rorriaily 2ny getic
tmz thﬂ pvce paid & the

xsincreases o
rodueers whqle alersand.
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By Ann Ehregburg >3 - -~
R-J Staff Writer .
' The Nevada Dairy Commzssnon

Wednvsday hiked milk prices two

~-Cents a quart, de:plte bxgtp " pro-
“tests. from: Cam ission: staff a‘d

' consumer membe !
; Effective-in 39 days, mlmmum
 store prices will go from 75 cents
40 79‘eeﬂts ahalf gallor end from
38 cent& to 4Q 1:\%5 quart of

P mﬂmbers votau no.
- The mdustry-dommat»d body
azso vowd to increase the price of
chocclatemllkand allow several | - . -2\ NS 57
autormuc price nses wntheut PHYLLIS EFRKQ(’N DALE HUNT
publichearings. . ..consumer ...voted increase
] Phyllxa BerKaon, consumer y : 4
. member Trom Lake Tahoe; :,,,.*,.::..

[ esladte Coppssion for s Rex Lundberg foresees | »

- “You’re making a big xmstake lb E,) mﬂk
You're acking a license to-do . p(}SS Ee @‘3700&& @f

business and then giving yourself ; , ’ Rex Lundber{,, Nevada consumer affairs commissioner;
“alicense” “hinted at a possible boycott of milk Wednesday when he :
Mrs. Berkson S‘“d she was' & testified before the state Dairy Commission, o

}\ furious because Commission . “As a state official, naturally, I could not encourage a
chairman’ Dale G. Hunt, dairy’ % consumer boycott. But I see it as a mechanism if the

farmer from Bunkerville, signed . & congumer is not satisfied that he is properly taken into

L a petition requesting a pnce In-» "8 . account in the price decisions of the Dairy Commission.”

- crease, then voted for it.” . % The Comimission voted several price increases, but they -
. “I'm gallmg ghegove,mpr ”ght % are subject to review Sept. 11 at another public hearing when = 5
after this meeting, ‘YO“ can’t do. i themilkmdustry is to prevent financial statements justlfymg&, i
that,”shesnapped. *~ . . B gep price rises. i
" Hunt retorted, “As a producer I & " “If we do not receive a detailed, accurate study of profxts ‘

have'a right to.sign a petition. . Z._' . itemized statements, invoices, consumers will not be satisfied -
The cost of grain has gone up,, &  tnatincreases were necesaary. g

farmers in other states are get- % “The consumer voice is going to be heard. He must be

 ting more than we are, we. Ca"'t % properly represented and his needs taken into account,” said-

exist like this : ‘ Lundberg.
Ciarcace. Ca sady, emnloyed R N

as Commission administrator,”  ° : ir M\agamst the.Damy.Comrnxss,Jon~xf«~ — e
_abjected ' to the increase, noting | should settle for a price freeze for raw milk, a price set by the - itcould raise enoughmoney.
that all Southern Nevada dairy . until Sept. 11 when it is known federal government. States can - " ~thmk§ isisillegal. Jt’ s_hkeax
farmers have not subxmtved cost eyactly how much of an increase set floors above the minimum ;’ clu Youvotgfc Pll vote
studxesto justifyit. - is nuedtd federal prices and the Commis: - for:you;Th

e Such figures. from dal & far- RS know they are not gettmg sion voted on a price of $9. 33 fgr sta
vﬁf’\ mers, distributors ‘and retailers What they. should, but I'm not this area. R -
& .~ who all want price hikes - are  Prepaved to say what it should be
P ‘. to be presente d to ﬂ«e Comzpis-' ROW, noris there sufficient evi-

,r(,\y [ sion- if,, another. public hearing’ dence in the record on this.”
" Septiilin Las\'/egas " Southern Nevada farmers now
; dalrwypf«mers receive sa 53 per humlredwelght

QCNI R A ORI
e X

2

* Grant Oxborrow, Elv retaﬂer R
; ‘Coon- ‘and Ronald Averett Reno ™

':'5:1:%::35:;.’ o2t

The raw prlce for farmers is ‘mxtbedtothe Comrmssxon butnot
passed-through to distributors  complete profit and loss state-
and retaxlers to consumers, re- mems We ont know 1f the
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By ANN HENDERSON
7SUN Staff Writer .
Milk pric'es will ‘go” up -in Southern

_Nevada four cents a half-gallon or.two .
.cents a quart next month, the Nevada
- Dairy Commlssxon decnded yesterday in’

Las Vegas. -
- "However,’ thete 1s one small catch to

three of the four cent increase — the '
" legality of the vote cast by commission

_chairman’ Dale Hunt. .

. Hunt was one of the orlgmal signers of
- a petition for a commission hearing to -
. consider an increase, and his vote was
" needed to pass a producer motion to in-

crease ta $9.33 a hundredweight for raw

‘milk; which is 24 cents below a freeze

for the Reno area.

The chairman votes in case of a tie or "
“to make the quorum of ﬁve needed to. .

pass an increase.

Shortly after the increase was ap-
proved; - pro-increase commission
members voiced the idea of going to
Governor Mike O’Callaghan to waive

the mandatory 30-day waiting period.

before an increase could go into effect.
However, during a recess Hunt called
commission lawyer Mead Dixon, who
informed him the vote was
“questionable,” and the matter would
have to be researched. Hunt said the in-
crease would go through the normal
waiting period to allow the legality to be

" established.

If lawyers decided the vote was in-

«deed a conflict of interest, Junt said he
. would negate his' vote, which- would
leave consumers with the one cent in-

crease.

A portion of the one .cent increase
came from a proposal by Arden Farm:
Dairy for a change in the pricing for-

" myla of the commission..

Distributor costs, of raw products on-
ly, can be passed through to the fourth

.-decimal point, which means if the in-’

crease is. ynder a cent the retailer will
absorb the cost. If it is over half the con-
sumer bears the cost.

Anather portion of the one-cent in-
crease will come from a distributor re-
quest to pass on increase in packing

‘costs and projected labor increases. In
the future such increases will be passed .

through without notice or hearing.

* - A motion by Phyllis Berkson to freeze
- consumer prices at their present level
until Sept. 11 was voted down by the - .-

commission. Mrs. Berkson said she felt

-~ more distributor information was need-
ed. Visibly irritated at the increase, she

-some of you people would thmk for
yourselves.” -

‘“’.he Maybe 4)

informed commission members, “‘1 wish’

Mrs. Berkson was referring. to what_
some members of the Consumer “League
of Southern Nevada and consume}. com-,

of producer-distributor-retailer commis-
sion members.

Effective for this go-around of m’""ﬁrejettﬂ}

creases only was an approval allowing

‘the "distributor to recoup- losses

sustained during the recent. price
decrease in milk. Under the raw producf
pass-through, they would regain only
three cents a half-gallon.

Chowlate mﬂk lovers ‘will pay an ‘ad-

DALEHUNT -
cedsitlegal ...

CLARENCE CASSADY
¢ »  Explains issues . . .*

‘ "Etlculanly ‘Sugar.
mission members called a ““voting bloc” "

‘again, thereéby ~ assuring. no' \’inoney
. -Would, be Tpst by. producers- in: the, iz
. tenm perkod 3 Shg_ refused..y ;

- ‘studies. TN <‘.\

dmonal one cent a qua:t fm: the ﬂavored
milk, The one.cent raise hrmgs the price

of Lhocolate milk above that of white

milk. Distribptors asked' ‘fof theincrease -
_because. of spxtahng products ¢

'Confusion ind ‘temper flares rexgned -
dunng the, day-long session. ‘A motion
was made. twice by Mrs. “Berkson and’
twice to freeze produger: pnces
their, present level, $8.53: When com? |
tmss:onimembers vealized thé raw milk
" price was scheduled to. drop-to $7.91 in”,
‘August undér Fedgral m:derz and when
the legality' of Hunt's vote;en the in
-crease :to $9.33 was: questwned Mrs.
Berkson wasasked tomakeher fgkion

2 Oné dlsmbutos objected tg the double
’grotectxon for - producers, “saying dis-
tributors up until that pomt had receiv-
‘, only one, .~

: The* quahfxcatlons of Rex Lundberg,
conmﬁsswne: of consamer affairs, was
challenged by Anderson D{ury attorney
-Herb - Jones. - Jones, ‘said he “‘took
offense” at Lun berg s testnmor;g to the
commnssnon

y Lundberg “saitt "consumers would g0
along with_“justifiable increases,” but
other members diq riot reciprocate. He
“said he ‘couldeven' foresee a_consumer

$ - boycott if a full study was not made to,
e )ustlfy ;etanl and ‘distributor increases.

. Consumer: League mot:o:ls ‘regarding

K the “‘vested: mteres{ ‘sedting” of - the.

- commission ‘and msuﬁﬁcxemy of notice

»were overruled. -Another - objection
> regarding’ xmompktewommssxon cost
- studies was - held in | abgyance until

September to allow timeto cOmpnle the

A Consume: League npquest for full

“rdisclosure of financial information will

be held oii untxl a lgal bpmmn can be

- obtamed

¥ Another dxstnbutor mprease from
‘Anderson: Dairy will be c\msxdered in
’September as the commission ruled the
«dauy needed to pmvide m mtorma- ’
non 'ﬁ R ¥ i

'Aegust 28 in’] Reno. They will’
Las Vegas Sept. 11'in the Howard Johy-

. son Motor Lodge, and in the iwords of
- one Commxssmm, “bopefnlly answey if

all the pnces are nght." . \

. - - B i
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'KOQNQﬁw 'R GROUP: PLAS DATRY FOURD CRALLEVGE “(5/23, 1974

.

The Constmers” League ‘of lievada 43 con%iﬂerlng Y legal'challenge of ‘the makeup

of. the Nevada Dairy COmmiSSlon,\A;':Ptlon that‘w111 strike a* responsive..chor

with many ‘consumers, ° ,
The’ dairy. oomm1551on, cre ated bJ state la

'?only thres representing. the pubhc.1 The remalninq six representi ariaus porti
" of the’ dalry industry, - ‘

i

‘The law ‘creating. the comnis 81on‘requ1re 3t te oot pet 11k~PP1°9

‘they at least. squal production costs; and 1t;proh1bits‘any«supbll

millk. to consumebs belOW’thB COleSSlOH-adOpted sohedulé;

uGUARAN’ "ED PROBT ,,.chnrles Lev1nuon, a spoke°man for. thé;COnsumer League.
charges that the latw guarantees the most 1neff1clent manager ‘a/profit: whils he

efficient producor receives “wzndfa?l.

.7 The consuner league protest undoubtedly is 1nsp1red by ar s8ry
ereases on dairy. products which finds the minimum nrlce for m11k ) 79
~.gallon in Northern Nevada and 814 in the SOuth.r :

,?9 a half .galion in'las Vegas, )

Levinson also says that if° money cannot be ralsed to! pay .ty

A»challenpe, efforts will be made to change the laws in the’ 1972 8essign
~REVISIONS - FAIL...Similar efforts have been ‘made in each- 'of /the sessidns.
the- creatlon of the- dalry commission ‘about, 15 years ag o’“but

“Efforts have bsen made. in recent years to strlp.“

77authorlby3uo resfructure it to provide for .

" One -of . the ‘basic reasons. 45 that: comm1ttaes to whic

i«héve been domlﬂated by'rural and agriﬂultural 1n§e

llttle 1s heard fr
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rersLEGISEATIVE- COUNSEL: BU?REA

AFTER THE SESSION

Legislation enacted by the 1974 Louisiana Legisla-
ture of special interest to the consumer:

MILK—Everybody’s Issue—Act 31 (HB47), afterfy

many amendments, in final form sets prices of milk |y
and milk products at the farmer (producer) level by

the La. Dept. of Agriculture through a price formula. '

It abolished the La. Milk Commission, which fixed |
prices at wholesale and retail levels, and replaced it ;

with the Dairy Stabilization Board, which controls
prices at the wholesale level only. The Board,
appointed by the Governor, consists of a producer, a
retailer, a processor, and four consumer members. -

MOBILE HOMES—A Good Move—Act 281 (HB
illegal to sell mobile homes in
Louisiana {manufactured after January 1, 1975 in or
out of state) without a seal of approval by this state
and is enforced by the State Fire Marshal. This seal
indicates that the mobile home meets certain Ameri-
can National Standards Institute and National Fire
Prevention Association electrical, plumbing, and con-
struction standards. No gas or electric utilities may be
connected to a mobile home without proof of date of
manufacture and/or seal.

ALTERING REDHIBITION LAW—A Consumer -
Setback—Act 673 (SB 546) weakens the right of a,,

purchaser to obtain a refund on a product found t%
have serious hidden defects by allowing the seller a
“reasonable opportunity’”’ to repair or replaces
procuct sold. Problems could arise as to' the defin
tion of ““reasonable opportunity.”

DOOR TO DOOR SALES—Refund for. Consum
—Act 466 {HB 1375) makes it illegal for thensel!er
a home solicitation sale to keep any p
consumer’s cash down payment if cons
cancelied within three days. :

GAS STATIONS—Dealer’s Day in Court ACL
ST 408) allows sorvice station dealer aCL.orl f

A

s
DA
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Da

. Dairy %@md
f* Outsiders Pay

£
g}’ Inflation has focused attention of consumers on the
Nevada Dairy Commission, which stands as an example of liow un-

wise it often is for government to interfere with the natural law of -

supply and demand.

g Critical light on the commission’s actions reqults from
ifl’ price pressures on family pocketbooks. When that pressure was
. lacking, or at least was much less severe than it is now, there was

1stence

% little public interest in the commnsnon or its reason for ex-

gi*"-'* The act creating the ‘commission passed the Nevada

Legislature, but not without bitter debate, because its advocates con- -

vinced a majority of the lawmakers that 1t was necessary to save the
dairy industry in Nevada. C :

f, Lo o .

zgf’, S Al . '

ek - Stiff Compeﬁation
ol Nevada dairy farmers had to comply with stiff requlrements

governing construction of their barns, their equipment and the con-

diticns under which milk was produced and processed. .
At that time, standards were far less rigid in the neighbor-
ing state of Utah, with the result that milk could be produced at
less cost than in Nevada, whose products were losing the race for
customers’ favor in local retail outlets.
The answer, according to the advocates of the 1aw was to

creatc a commission to bar the lower-priced products from -
- competition in Nevada, and also to comply with tederal regulations on
- marketing areas which went thh milk subcldy programs voted by ' -

Congress.

over
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D@mmam Groun

Badxcdlly, the commission looks at the cost of producmg rmlk in~

each of the several marketing areas in Nevada, considers a profit
markup for the industry and then sets a minimum price on the

product. It is a violation of law for anyone in the industry to sell -

below that minimum, including to other agencies of government
even should a retailer or wholesaler desire to do so. :
At its inception, the commission, by law, was heavily
dominated by these from inside the industry, producers,
producer-distributors, distributors and retallers Through the
years, the membership has been increased to nine members, but
consumers are in the distinct minority, as they have been from ,
the outset.
One of the very critical areas of commission actlon is flxmg the

margin of profit allowed within the industry with its critics claiming -

the present standard is too high. There is also the question of whether
inefficient methods of production or distribution are being subSIdxzed

to the detriment of the public. " A

Figures Secret ©

As long as these questions remain unanswered, there will be a
continuing public protest, which can be justified as long as mdustry
intcrests dominate the price-fixing agency. _

The public, for example, isn’t informed on how productmn
costs are determined, whether they are accurate, and is left with
the impression that profit margins are the sole business of the in-
dustry.

In other words, the way the commission operates now the in-
dustry has the best of two worlds. Profits are assured to those all
along the line but the operator is left free to conduct his business in
any way he sees fit, with the consumer paying the price, whatever it
may be.

RN

No ‘Leveler’
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71nef hment methods of productlon or dlstrlbutlon are being subsidwed
to the detriment of the public.

i

Figures Secret *

As long as these guestions remain unanswered, there will be a
continuing public protest, which can be justified as long as industry
interests dominate the price-fixing agency.

The public, for example, isn’t informed on how productlon
costs are determined, whether they are accurate, and is left with. .
the impression that profxt margins are the sole business of the in- .
dustry.

In other words, the way the commission operates now, the in-

dustry has the best of two worlds. Profits are assured to those all

along the line but the operator is left free to conduct his business in

any way he sees fit, with the consumer paying the price, whatever it |

may be.
No ‘Leveler’

There is no competition, the great leveler under our economic
system, to encourage efficiency, cost-cutting production and distribu-
tion methods and all the other outside factors which other industries
must accomodate to remain in business.

As they have in the past, Nevada lawmakers in 1975 will be
asked to revise the dairy commission to make it more responswe
to public, as opposed to industry, interest.

It may be that the conditions have changed enough to make it

L

clear to the legislators they should listen more closely to these
demands than they have in the past, when they ignored them.

1y30g TISNA0 INILYISIR
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- Consumer Affa1rs for the State of Nevada. My purpose for be1ng '

(702) = 885-4340 e ‘ JOE LAWLER

‘DEPUTY COMMISSIONER
. CARSON CITY

Reno, Nevada  July 11, 1974

My name is Rex Lundberg and 1T am the Comm15510ner of

:r*}°here“today'and testifying before the Nevada Dairy Commission is

to-act as;advocafeAfor the consumer‘and5to offer suggestions

~ that I believe will alleviate the consumer's concern regarding

B the esca]at1on of dairy product prices.

Because the producer's welfare is mainly dec1ded by

the'Federal Government at this time, I will address my remarks

'to thé who]esa]ervand retai]ér'segments of the marketplace.

- THE NHOLESALER/DISTRIBUTOR

I am greatly concerned about the apparent inefficiencies
thathex15t71n at Jeast the routing schedules utillzedAby the
whd]esa]er I would direct your attention to Exhibit I which

r@]&tes to the wholesa]e delivery schedule of January 15- 20 1973.

o _The alarm1ng part of this document is shown in the 5th column,

- uﬁgcumuiat1ve Percent" (of stops to total nunber of stops.) Col-

umn-6 begins on page 3 and reads through pages 2 and 1. The

' difference‘between column 5. and 6 is that the former is as-

cending from the Towest sale per stop to the highest and the

1atter#descends‘from the highest sales per stop to the lowest.

a division of the Departmient of Comumerce

Mighael L. Melner, Director -

i
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Page 2

This is visually demonstrated in Exhibit 1l as the 11ne$ 1aoe1ed
“A” and “C“
The do]]ar value of each category of stop“ is.shown ;‘
in EXhibit I1I as Column 3. These figures represent the number df L
stops 'in each category mu1t1p11ed times the a average sa]e at that
stop. The accumulative percentage of each category to tota] sa]es
‘1s shown in Column 5 of Exh1b1t ITI. Aga1n, the Column on the far
right represents the opposite direction, from highest sa]es to the
1owest These f1gures are shown graphically on Exhibit Il as 11nes .
”B" and "D", respectively. .
‘ . o ; } The point I'm making here is that eff1c1ency appears to N Rk
| drop off rap1d1y when sales per stop fa]] be]ow $90-00 I propose‘l h fg;id
that until an efficiency study is made to determine means that B
'w1]1 reduce th1s high cost of doing business, or until a graduated f
pricekschedule is adopted to reward efficiency and nOt inefficiency,v
the percent of markup (or amount of consumer dollar retained) bev k
reduced from those shown in Exh1b1t IV Column 5 of "Nho]esa]er B E*
by an amount indicated in Exhibit I at the intersection of 11nes |
"B" and "C", or approximately 25%. In addition, I would recommend
~cons1derat1on be given to the proposal sdbm1tte9 by the Knudsen
Corporat1on on May 23, 1973, reflecting a@%ﬁscount schedule based

on volume of sales, or an appropriate modification of same.

THE RETAILER

‘ I understand the retailers have requested a gross proﬁ't'

margin of 18% to cover a 16%% cost of operations and a 1%% profit.” . -
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-Dairy Commission - Rex Lundberg B : o L f“f,yyf;
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~Exhibit V‘states a net profit of 2% is consideredrvery good, whena

compared with an annual rate of return on 1nvestments of a1most |

20%. The w1nn-D1x1e examp]ea1s detailed in Exhibit VI estab11sh1ng

1ts 2% prof1t ‘ | J <4, ’
The composite grocery chain store operat1ng expenses (Ex— Afr RS

hibit VIL) shows, on the bottom Tine, a stockturn of 12.51 (1971-72). W

'3As da1ry products turn-over a conservat1ve 50 t1mes per year, the §~f ) g

effect1ve profit marg1n is four t1mes ‘that of the average stock 1n

~a grocery store. I don't be11eve the milk consum1ng pub]1c shou]d L )

1’ihare'to subsidize the “s]ower stock"’ In th15*regard I propose |

the ' prof1t" margin of the retailer (shown 1n Exh1b1t IV far ,

r1ght co]umn) shou]d be reduced by 3/4 to a more rea11st1c markqp

vof approx1mate1y 3%. Prev1ous testimony mixed ' apples and oranges

when the witnesses declared their cost of operat1ng prec]uded f;*r&:jefy7

“their mak1ng a profit. Because of the stock turn aspect the cost

; of goods sold is not truly ref]ected in a stat1c end-of the-year

financial statement. Based on an example of $100 a week pa1d for ?\hg'uﬁ

products, the year end total of $5200 is not the actua] cost of

products sold, or total out-of—pocket costs. At n0‘t1me was‘thej

'“investmentt(in this example) more than $100, dne'to the neek1yf E

" turn-over. Hence, annual rate of rethrﬁfSHBDTd'be'based oﬁ average |

'inventory,“notgthe total amount which passed through the Storé?};v‘

o Thank you for this opportunfty to’present the consoher'sh.

point of view.
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THE STATE OF NEVADA DAIRY COMMISSION -
Southern Nevada Marketing Area
SCHEDULE 1. Wholesale sales during week of January 15 20, 19?3
‘ Amount of sales in $#10.00 increments. '
T on e P T ROV A o A TS
i 0 - 5 202 202 6.9% 6.9 iwf
5 - 10 289 491 9.8% 16.7% ‘cyuf.?év_
10 - 20 410 901 13.9% 30.6% yg‘/o
20 ~ 30 328 1,229 11.1% bl.7% ‘47",.47“,-
50 - 40 288 1,517 9.8% 51.5% ;3,32‘\?
40 - 50 196 1,713 6.7% S 58.2% . Lpsg
50 - 60 . 173 1,886 5.9% T ew% gy
60 - 70 147 2,033 - 5.0%1\ """6'9;1%» 3.7,
70 - 80 117 2,150 o 0% - 73’01‘%6.‘ "’,'-3/,0‘5/"
80 - 90 90 2,240 3.1% 6.2 97,,,‘,’ |
90 =100 69 2,309 SR TTTTTTTTTTRL6S 24 o; ‘A
100 - 110 62 2,371 2.1% 8?;7% L2072
110 - 120 - 36 2,407 1.2% . 819% - )‘LCAT
120 - 130 45 2,452 1.5% ,§§e4%,' ) /x.‘t/o‘
1%0 - 140. 50 2,502 . S 1.7% 85.1% /4,7&77‘
140 - 150 25 2,527 0.9% . 86.0% ' /s /7;

over



150

160

e3

2,550

. 86.8%

ATE

160

.170

20

2,570

. 87.5%

sy

170

180

15

2,585

88.0%

a. S’Z ’

180

190

16

2,601

.88.5%

/.7 3’ 'Y

200

25

2,626

89.u%

210

17

2,643

90.0%

/[&/i

0.9

220

14

2,657

0.5%

90.5%

/0.3§

230

13

2,670

0.5%

o 91 oosé .

240

2,679

053%

. 91.3%

e q‘;/ E

- *‘9.47«. -
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' SCHEDULE 1.

EEISLATIE counggy gypey,

THE STATE OF NEVADA DAIRY COMMISSION

Southern Nevada Marketing Area

Continued. . .

AM'T, OF SALES

- TOTAL NO,
_OF STOPS

ACCUMULATIVE
N0, OF STOPS

PERCENT OF

_TOTAL STOPS

ACCUMULATIVE -

PERCENT_

240 - 250

17 2,696

0.6%

91.9%

SY e

250 - 260

7. ‘ 2,703

0.2%

o 92f1% ‘

i&;X

260 - 270

9 . 2,72

0.3%

- 92.4%,

$39 -

270 - 280

8 2,720

0.3%

92.7%

280 -.290 .

1 2,731

0.4% .

93.1% -

7.7

0290 = 300

13 . - 2,74l

0.5%

L 93.6%

739

300 - 310

S12 2,756

94, 0% -

5y

'310'ff320

‘j”u 2,760

0.1%

Vh ) 94.1%

6.(?

G320 - 3300

| iz 2,772

C0.4%

9. 5%

o

330 - 340

8 2,780

0.3% .~

9l 8%

S

340 - 350 |

0.1%

L 94.9%

s 72

350 - 360

' “ 95. 1% )

. Sf'g y

360 - 370

0.2%

95.2%

Sfj/

370 - 380

less . than O.l% ‘l95.2%;,

380 - 390

0.1%

- 95.3%

A

1390 = %00




g i

400 -Mt;lo . a5 0.1% o ‘- 95% g

,'},..71 410 - éao i 6 | é,8i§t | 0.1% - 95.8% ¢

o 420‘;;430 .5 2,82y : Ofl% , = 95.9% - gz
'Zi] : ',‘ f 430 - 440 8 | 2,832 ’\ L 0.3% . Ei‘ 96.2%
f,; LLO = 450 2 2,834 less thannd}i%:kA 96f4%
- 450 - 460 N | 2,838 0.1% 96+ 5%
460 - q7ol ‘ 3 2,841  less than o.l% 95 . 5%
’ 470 - 480 7 © 2,848 | 0.2% - 96.7%
480 ~ 490 2 2,850 less thaé 0.1% ‘ 96;7%

490 -~ 500 L 2,854 0.1% 96.8%
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{ij; o - THE STATE OF NEVADA DAIRY COMMISSION
R Southern Nevada Marketing Area
SCHEDULE 1. Continued . . .
AM'T. OF SALES, TOTAL NO, ACCUMULATIVE  PERCENT OF AéCUMULATIVs -
: ~ OF STOPS ~ NO. OF STOPS  TOTAL STOPS PERCENT
500 - 600 34 2,888 1.1% 97.9% 349
. ; 600 - 700 " 20 2,908 0.7% T .98.6% 2’07
700 = 800 . - 11 2,919 0.4% ,>7  - 99.0% 'igg
800 - 900 9. 2,928 C0.3% . "'>  ‘99,3%‘ 'aﬂq
900 -1000 9 2,937 0.3% . 99.6% 4y
1000 -2000 1l 2,948 © o.4%  100.0% q}?



@ T | Cxidr
S - LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREA!! P
CAMOUNT | | ACCUMULATED  ACCUMULATED ACCUMULATED
OF ~ $/CATEGORY % OF TOTAL  ACCUMULATED  AVERAGE AVERAGE $ % OF STOPS -
TLES (AVERAGE) ~ § ON ROUTES . PERCENT $/STOP RECD./STOP_TO TOTAL _
0- 5 69 5 505 0.19 5 90.19  99.99
5. 10 -16.7 2,167 0.82 1.01 $ 5.44 96.64 99.80
10- 20 30.6 6,150 2.31 3.32 9.79 107.12 98.98
20 - 300 41.7 8,200 13.08 6.40 13.85 125.57  96.67
30 - .40 51.5 - 10,080 3.79 10.19 17.87 144.76 93.59
40 - 50¥“585Z,4 - 8,820 13.32 13.5] 20.97 166.86 ,;' 89.80
50 - 60 641 - 9,515 - 3.58 17.09 24.09- 186.19  86.48
60- 70 69.1 9,555 3.59 20.68 27.05 © 207.57 82.90
g 80 731 8775 3.30 23.98 29.66 230.47 79.31
80°- 90 76.2 7,650 2.88 | 26.86 31.88 253.26 76.01
90 - 100 78.6 6,555 2.47 29.33 33.77 27065 7313
100 - 110 80.7 6,510 2.45 31.78 - 35.63 294.05 70.66
N0 - 120 440 1se . 333 36.82. 314.37 68.21
120 - 130 S5 2.2 35.46 38.44 w163 66.65
130 - 140 6,750 2.54 38.00 40.37 346,62 . 64.53
120 - 150 3,625 1.36 39.36 41,40 3%9.67 61.99
150 - 160 3,565 13 40.70 82.43 3302 60.63 -
160 - 170 3,300 128 41.94 43.38 ’396.j9?'i 59.29
170 - 180 2,625 - 0.99 42.93 44.14 %08.43  58.05
180 - 190" 2,960 1.11 44.06 . 45.01 418.07  57.06
190 - 200 4,875 1.83 45.87 46.44 a28.62  55.95
g'zlo 9020 ‘3.{1;’351 1 .08 4106 "445“.‘9‘7' ez

[onn]

A
-
-




210 - 220 - 3,010
220 - 230 2,925
230 - 200 2,115
24~ 250 4,165
25’ 260 1,785
260 - 270" 2,385
270 - 280 2,200
280 - 290 3,135
290 - 300 3,835
300 - 310 94.0 3,660
310 - 320 1,260
320 - 330 3,900
330 - 340 2,680

13- 48.31 48.34 a60.06  52.81
10 49.41 49.20 | 472.27 51.68
.80 50.21 19.83 483.83 " 50.58
57 51.78 51.06 . 492,16 . 49.78
67 52.45 51.58 50883 48.21
.90 53.35 5200 516.08  47.50
.83 54.18 52.95 ééé§é§§§7, ?46;64,
18 55.36 53.88 534.45 ] - 145.8]
44 56.80 55.02 54710 4463
.38 58.18 56.11 563.16 g §43.19
.47 58.65 56.49 579.30‘%7‘?341.81\
47 60.12 57.65 584.92 i 413
.01 61.13 58.45 602.64 . "§39.37,
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_AMOUNT" - - ‘ ACCUMULATED - ACCUMULATED  ACCUMULATED
-OF - . $/CATEGORY % OF TOTAL  ACCUMULATED AVERAGE - AVERAGE $. %.OF STOPS .
ALES . - (AVERAGE)  $ ON ROUTES PERCENT $/STOP RECD./STOP51: EO TOTAL

340 - 350 95.1 § 1,725 0.65 61.78 $58.96 § 615.397 "1 38.86
350 - 360 2,485 0.93 6271 - 5971 . ez3.e8r 'lasal
360 - 370 1,825 0.69 63.40 60.25 635.74,&fﬁ§ 37.28
30~ 3. 1,12 0.42 63.82 60.59 644.70" - 1 36.59
380 - 390 1,928 0.72 60.50 6117 650.17  4°36.17
390 - 400 1,58 0.9 65.13  61.64 . 659.44} | 35.45
'&do’{f a0 1,620 0.61 6574 6203 667.08 *§A34.86

410"

80 2,490 0.9 66.68 62.88 - e .28

420 - 430 95.9 2,100 0.79 - 67.47 63.51 . 686.900 ! 33.31

1 430

te40 3,480 1.31 7 68.78  64.56  697.665 . 4 32.52

480 - 450 890 0.33 69.11 -  64.83 . 715.. .21
ﬂ 460 1,820 0.68  69.79 65.38 720.53" | 30.88
460 - 470 - 1,395 . 0.52 . 70.31 65.80 " 730.18 7% 30.20°

470- 480 3,35 1.25  71.56 . 66.81 .737.62 : 29.68

480 - 40 . 970 0.36 71.92 67.10 . 756.00 ' 28.43

490 - 500 96.8 1,980 74 72.66 67.70 1;4ffr'“.761;535"1§§28.q7

500 ;‘ 600 }\" 18,700 7.03 79.69 73.38 3 ﬁ"?iz;sji f§Vf27.33
600 - 700 . 13,000 4.89 . 84.58 7735 89917 2030
(700 - 800 99:0 8,250 3.10 87.68  79.88  1,023. ij;ef 541
800 - 900 7,650 2.88 00.5 8225 1,027.590 | 12.31
900 ‘ ) | ‘ |

1000 8,550 3.22 93.78 84.97  1,292.50 .}

1000 - 2000 100.0 ..__16,500 6.21 99.99 ... ..90.19 1,500.

. $265,873 99.99

‘Total Stops = 2,948
$265,873

Ave/Stop = $90.19 '
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:95-53*54 . NESTERN NEVADA - ANALYSIS OF ONE QUART PRICES ‘~~§!'
o - . j»» Ju]y 1, 1974 |

f T PRODUééﬁ*“]? e WHOLESALER o T RETAILER -
R R ‘, Pmce Price % /of C e Pr1ce Pmce % of | Price Price % d;
S © % |Price " Money ° to ¢ to  Cons |Price "Money “to® - to  Cons ‘Pmce “Money © to  to. Cons
Ltem B.F. | Recd Retained 4/73 5/74 .| Recd Retained 4/73 5/74 | Recd Retamed 4/73 5/74 % -
ihipping Cream  36.0 §§?§?>_ |0 105.72{99.06[41.12 | 1.50 797 |102.74{99.34 46.60 |1.71 | .21 [102.40(99.42 |[12.28
11 Purpose Cream 30.0 60.30 ' 106.78]98.90/40.75 | 1.30 .697 |103.59}99.24147.09 | 1.48 | .18 |102.78/99.33 {12.16 -
able Cream 20.0 | 43.42 109.76|98.46|38.42 | .99 | .556 |104.21]99.00{a5.19 [1.13 | .14 |103.6709.12 |12.39
;a1f & Half 1.7 | 29.22 115.31197.69{41.74 | .62 | .328 [106.90{98.41|46.83 | .70 | .08  {106.06[38.59 |11.43
oncentrated Milk 9.9 |30.65 114.54|97.83[36.06 .85 116.44198.34 |
‘xtra Rich Milk 4.2 |20.78 123.25(96.79153.78 | .35 | .142 |120.0 |97.30[35.11 | .405| .045 1117.39 97.59 |11.11
Flavored Milk 3.5 {19.54 125.02{96.59{47.65 | .365| .17 |119.67]97.33{41.37 | .41 | .045 |117.14{97.62 |10.98
omo-Pasteurized 3.5 19;54 | 125.02/96.59|50.10 | .345| .15 |121.05/97.18|38.36 | .39 | .045 |118.18/37.50 |11.54
o-Fat Milk 2.0 |16.94 | 130.11196.00]43.43 | .385| .176 [125.45/97.18|45.03 | .30 | .045 [121.88[57.50 |11.54
" 1.0 1507 13684 95.65
‘lavored Drink - 0.5 |14.30 ; 137.76|95.40{38.65 | .32 | .177 |123.08|96.97]47.84 | .37 | .05 |121.31(97.37 |13.51
kim Milk - - 0.5 |14.30 v 150.68|95.40{40.85 | .30 157 1125.00/96.77 44.86 | .35 | .05
| *Estimated Amount R £

LEN
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:(/ r _T ) : T '1‘_ o * EYH sm-
|EGIS “0INSEL BUREAU - o
: ! A WLy E . 89
G o bha e dieihy Tk Wrintss Ny ([/H’Mj}s?&"l‘“—“xi fﬁl'!muwﬁuu(a /' ; 2
L.A._.‘._.‘...\.;:mM-.,,,,..,.,M....‘.,.“;‘....4.,,\,k.,_,,.A,.-._. e s i san bt i o I z o e
E' “ T T TR '“fqu T I T T TR Pt e TRV TR zrca. TR TR T
; \ SALES {0003) ¥, EARNINGS (000$) ' ;
b
!. . | o . _,: s ,)
b : 1 Moot Lo
. % Change ) % Chanre < Food v
. : : M2vs 'Tivs " ‘ C72vs o 'Tiws o Stores P
| COMPANY: 1972 1971 1970 0 w2 Tt vee 00 aenz Vo
¢ . . R >
;4 ALP . 6,279,699e 5508508 5,664,025 -+140 — 27 NA 14,619 - 50,129 NA® :-70.48:‘ 4,110 "
;3 SAFEWAY 6,057,600 5358800 4,860,100 +13.0 -+103 ' 91,100 80,200 68,900 . +13.6- +16.4 2331
- KROGER 3,790,532 3,707,918 3,735774 + 22 - Q.7 18,425 32,213 39,732 —~428 ~—18.9 - 1,395
;‘f ACHE 2,012,377¢ 1,861,588 1,798,719 -+ 81 4 3.5 NA 12,426 14,934 NA ~16.8 = 779
}1 LUCKY -~ 1,888,000 1,793,613 1,576,982 +10.8 +13.7 30,500 30, 800‘ 27, 974' B 10 :-HOO ~248‘
! e et et gy TP —poacya . e e e+ s o— : —
o e A — b i Rl T TR (SRR ITRCINNARDY SM O o AoV uu.ad M-&b WW
E; FOOD FAIR 1,980,458 1,805,855 1,762,005 + 9.7 + 2.5 (1,398) "11, 399 - 10,967 . NA . + 39 .« 516 a
[3 JEVIEL . 1,972,6390 1,809,761 1,628,496 -+ 8.0. +11.1 ' NA 26,637 23,962 NA +11.2 - ear
PiOMUNDE, 1,833,572 1,609,265 1418916 -+13.9 ~+134 39,164 33,648 27615 ~ +164 +21.8° 877‘
f1 NATIONALTEA - 1,523,477¢ 1,613,853 1,590,855 — 56 -+ 14  NA 8,920 7636  NA-. +168, 960
)1 GRAND umou 1,343,5430 1,304,411 1,200,831 + 3.0 + 86 NA 13 018 . 15741 . NA —-173 L se2
: : : ’ - ¢
b R R R T e ?:""""m”.::::* T ""'““m”'%fwwmtw
! i SOUTHLAND . 1,228,000 1,085,107 986,580 +13.2 <100 20,350 -17, 797 14,895 4148 +19.5 ' 4,460
!'| SUPER MARKETS GERERAL ~ 1,145,026 976,150 824,942 173 4183  NA % 9,901 8,067~ NA: +227, 9
{1 ALLIED 990,780 931,533 807,115 -+ 6.4 +154 1,426 (12,090) (4,852) .NA ~ —. " 328 o
{| STOP & SKOP 983,076e 907,734 789,950 -+ 83 -+149  NA 3560 5637 NA . —368 . 156 - ..
;J FIRST NATIONAL 841,662¢ 852,748 850,475 — 1.3 + 03 NA (689) 3511 » NA Do 'f. 312
:"im‘ R L ST TR T TR R ke T 'mrwwwmm
Lt COLONIAL 722,184 696,296 661,157 -+ 3.7+ 53 9,071 10 069 8707  — 09 +156 433
[ ALBERTSON'S 667,719 550,175 487,933 +250 +128 NA . T 6257 5274 NA . 186 246 ¢
' ARDEN-MAYFAIR 635,000e 647,000 637,000 =-=*19 4 16 . NA . 2120 - (2,823) V,'NA' - 208 ° L
3 FISHER FOODS _620,363e 508,153 401,517 4222 +266  NA 6883; 5322 < NA~ +29.3 oo a7 "
,;. GIANT FOOD 617,603e . 560,547 476,974 +10.1 -+176 ° NA © 8,416 4209 “NA +1000 N 77 Lo
i1 ‘. " ‘
{ e RPN Joiis AP A v PRy Yoty & erie ARt ik ”".J-‘Y&S‘W" A, ™ L e e L e, 57 3, ‘m.mmmzmm
{0 . ‘ : ) i
' COOK UNITED 514,475 472,575 629771 + 83 —25.0 6,604 . 8,058 ~ 7,65 —18.0 + 52 23 i
4§ PUEBLO INTERNATIONAL 488,164e 467,143 459,394+ 45 '+ 1.7 NA - 6,507 4,487 - NA ) +450 48 :
;‘{ BORMAN'S | 407,928¢ 379,468 361319 4 75 -+ 50 NA {4,480) * 1,210 N = e ;
»1 DILLOW - 406,061 344,772 265,281 +17.8 300 7,255 5908 & 4,873 ,+228 +21.2 257 - AR
(| WALDBAUM 390,6758 365,117 335136 + 7.0 4 89 . NA g 212 2,510 - NA +280 . o7 ;‘j- i
' i 4 '
& '
; ‘:..:1 iV TTLAII *:"W« e T T R T T T T RO PO/ i R A O L A ‘...M.M"'“. "«WI“"“WWW mm
t v . .
] PERNRUIT 366,152 372,309 306,375 = 1.7 +21.5 (1,409)- 2,603 o '1.677 NA S 4582 M . .
“1 FRED MEVER -~ 349,373 298,354 261,654 +17.1 +140  NA 5794 | 4,649 © NA +246/ 42 -
: i BOHACK 334,4240 299,932 278,374  +115 + 77 NA . (691) 1,519 . NA’ - 164 ’
i1 FOODARAMA 327,587e 321,479 302,854 + 19 4 6.2 NA 1,646 2,491 . NA , ~33.9 | 70
F{ § WEINGARTEN 302,818 289,894 258,025 + 4.4 +124 2,056 2,203 1,802 —103 +27.2 98
{ T R R e R TR R T -
b sazan 298,388 306,550 228,017 ~— 2.7 -+344  (1,285) 771 727 NA - 461 89
i1 THRIFTIMART 256,549 260,192 272,944 — 14 — 47  NA (747) . 41" NA - 13
| BIGBEAR 245,732 211,110 . 186,465 164 -+13.2 NA 3 993 .. 3,397 NA ¢ +17.5 ‘3‘52
([ WES 235,963 216,492 . 198,594 +10.8 -+ 9.0 9,795 9,718 . 8699 + 08 117 V78
|| GREAT SCOTT 239,509 219,277 205566 + 94 -+ 6.7 1,486 . 1,015 1,957  +464 —48.1 45
o ' L ’ A ’ t- >
; ''''' [DANEPASRRR A R Pre St AN E AR UL IR FONINIAL S A A R CHA R EIT MR ik e 2 S Ui gl R e i i Lt A o S S e T s
L * Boased on 28 Co'mpanies , 1
t . (e) tstimated " '
‘ () Deticat " " e ¢ B
- i it : W : mincd
w2 PROGHEIIVE GROCER « APRIL 1973
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" factic to get across the
* legislation will drive the
“'rocketing price of food still higher? .. .
,Comrnemmg on the latier mterpreta-

ers. That adds up to a high saturation

of stores in a relatively few states.
And if you do shop at Winn-Dixie,

you're probably familiar with the paper
hag they use, shown in the illustration. -
Not that the message on the bag is easy
to understand or interpret. Take “Qur .
Net Profit,” given as 2 per cent on the

pie graph. Yes, Winn-Dixic’ 3 net profit
was about.that in 1972 (actually, 2.1
per ceat, according to Fortune). But

2_per.cent is pood for a food. chain,

-which depends for_jfs actual earnmfs
" on high.ty IEDAYEL: More mcamnpful is !
- the annual rate of return.on investment, o
\whmh Fortune q quotes at A9.7 per ¢

nt
in 1972, Qune a mffcrcncc,
th"n there’s

generated by consumer-protection leg-

" islation would be magnanimously ab--

sorbed by Winn-Dixie? Or is it a scare
idea that such

already sky-

tion, New.,York Congressman Benja-

. min 8. Rosenthal wrote to the chain:
“Instead of spending your time and .
" money printing misleading and anti-
consumer messages, I respectfully sug- ©
_ . gest that You attempt to bring about a’

change in-. . . the food situation, so
that people can afford food again.”™
- CU also wrote to Winn-Dixie, We'

‘asked, among other things, whether the -
. chain would be willing to include on
.« its shopping bag the rate of return on
_investment.
from Winn-Dixie. But we did get a
. comment from an unexpecied source:’

We received

Forbes magazine (October 15, 1973). '

- ¥t quoted James E. Davis, chairman of

Winn-Dixie: “It’s a bad time for show-

_ing profits. Hell, we just got a letter
" from some guy who is with Consumers
- Union who insisted we were misleading

people. . . . This guy wants vs to print

" on the bag our"return on-invested capi- "

" Davis, by prmung ‘the whole}rut\h.\ -

‘ When we pubhshed our report on hxgh‘iﬁ

. now- famxhar\

. -the anticonsumer mes-/
' sage‘at the bottom. It’s 2 little ambigu-

Does it mean that any costs -

.- had been reduced to acrcpmblp levels |

" the public while applauding: itself.

. Pantry Pride (Pantry Pridé Stores), and
no 'mswer '

- samples of each brand. The lowe;t lead
- content found'was 0.01 parts per mil- -

" vmuch fuxthcr bulow the 0 70~ppm av-: -

tal. . . . How dayou satisfy a dumb
SOB hke that? He's the kind of guy- -
who really wants us to’ lose money,’
then prmt that on our bags. A%

“You can satisfy us dutb’ SOBs Mr

THE FDA's SONG-AND-DANCE
ON LEAD 1N CANNED MILK

levels of lead in canned evaporated . -
milk last Qctober, the U.S. Food and
Prug Admmmrauon went ‘into fits
routine. 1t - pxrouetted
neatly around our-facts, hardly touch-
ing them, did & pas de.deux with thé”
canned-milk, trade association,. let fly
some press releases suggesting our find-
ings were in error and saying that lead

in canned milk, nd ﬂnally, bowcd to‘ '.

 Unimpressed, we continued our. test-’
ing program.. We bought ‘more. sam-
ples of canned milk and’ had them

© measured for their ledd content. Iravo! R
In no case ms the lead lével tugherf'

than the maximum pcrm\tted under the ‘
FDA's voluntary gu1delmcs U
Our consultams tested four samples

- each of seven brands, -all’ boug,ht last -

September. The brands. were. A&P

© . (A&P Stores), Carnation Velvetized . '

(Carnation Co;, Los Angelcs) Fmasz v
(Finast Stores), Grand Union (Grand
Union Stores), Louella (Acme Slores) o

Pet” (Grocery Prod DlV., Pc&, Inc,
St. Louis). :
Two laboratories” each testcd two",

lion .(bardly a trace), and the highest «* “
was 0.43 ppm. The average of all sam- S
ples ‘was 0.13 ppm, well below’ the -

guideline maximum of 0.50 ppm, and’ .

b

CONSUMER REPORYS w’ A
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Expenses
cPayroll . :
. Supplies
Utifities-
Commumcatnons
- Travel
Servnces Purchased

Ko

Donations™. '
Insurance o

o Unciassiﬁed

" Other Revenue, Net’

Income:. Taxes
Total lncome Taxes

- of Net Warth -

. ~ After-Tax Earmngs

’\'i',ﬁf ’rl

" Promotional ACtIVltleS .
‘Professional Serv:ces

Taxes and Llcenses (except

Crednts and Allowanc :

AN 4.1 iTe -*msu,wnﬂv iy
Other Income of Deduct:ons

+. Credit for Imputed Interest
Cash Discounts Earned -

-(including Profitor Loss on
: Real Estate) e

Y "l e WR'( i ‘hu miﬂ-
L Total Net Earnings pefore

Earnmgs asa Percentage

5
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Dazry leard Changes |
Proposed by Governor

Gov. Mike O’Callaghan

- -Saturday said the upcoming

- -Nevada Legislature should-

- consider methods to iron out.

" “possible inequities in the

. Nevada Dairy Commission...

4*‘6

H

“The - 1971 Leglslature
.~ changed the- makeup of the -

nine-member board to bring"
" conisumer “membership. to-

_three. This -was .dene by -
ehmmatmg one- of the two-
-distributor : memberships.

>~ ‘The'remaining makeup was

v producers :

* . retained -at two dairy in-"

..dustry retailers, two
and one
producer-dlstnbutor

;. The-- nine-member com-
mnssxon recently: voted 5-3-
-for' a price-hike on milk in

“-.-Southern Nevada of four

. cents:a half gallon and two

.. cents a quart. The makeup
“-of the board under state law

- provides for six members

consumers; even if a price }

- " mended the

é»representing the -dairy in-
. dustry and three members
‘representing consumers.
‘Consumer members voted
."against - the recent price
hike.
*O’Callaghan said, ‘““The
: diary‘ industry is entitled to
~-a fair profit. However, the

- eurrent makeup.of the board )
raises.

cautomatically -
.- questions. among Nevada

increaseis justified.”
* 0’Callaghan
three

" discuss - at least

s r_nethods to 'reduce such

questlons He said
~ lawmakers should take a
“look at the makeup of the
board. The governor also

. 'said consideration should be

given to establishing a

- ceiling " on " dairy industry. ]
. The law ]

‘price  hikes.

recom-
legislature-

provides only a floor and
retail prices: .on-.diary
products cannet: be- below
thatlevel
*0Q’Callaghan saxd another
method might be to abolish
“the-- board. - ““This.~ would
-allow. dairy product:prices
to “seek their own level,

based on what consumers| .
can’ squeeze . out' of<their{ =
pocketbooks,” the. governor .

sald
- The’ governor saxd he is

not .suggesting . thel:

Iegxs]ature confine
discussion to .these . alter-
natives and he is:confident
lawmakers . will pursue all
possible avenues. '

New milk prlces in
Southern Nevada are
scheduled to take -effect
about mid-September.

Meanwhile, a 30-day period{

is provided to evaluate cost
documentations to deter-
mine what percentages of
the hike go to each of the
dairy.- industry*s "net-
work—producers,
distributors and retailers.

-

,}4‘

¥
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STATE OF NEVADA

CONSUMER AFFAIRS DlVlsION o9

RooM 219 COLLET BUILDING REX W. LUNDBERG

‘ 1111 LAS VEGAS BLVD, SO, . : , . " COMMISSIONER

- . . A LAS VEGAS

MIKE O'CALLAGHAN LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89104 - A8 VE
GOVERNOR (702) 288-0344 o . ' JOE LAWLER

JOEPUTY COMMISSIONER
CARSON GITY

January 28, 1975

Mr. Andrew Grose

Office of Research
Legisiative Counsel Bureau
Legislative Building
Carson City, Nevada 89701

RE: Data Concerning Dairy Cammissioh‘
Dear Mr. Grose:

Enclosed you will find information you requested concerning the activities of
the Dairy Commission that our office is aware of. Although the cont&ﬂt*of ‘the
newspaper clippings vary in scope, they basically portray the picture of the
‘role of the Dairy Commission as I see it. The other documents, although not
specifically related to an ana]ysis of the Dairy Commission, reveal.khe frus-
tration of an outside party in attempting to understand the werkings of a
commission dominated by and benefitting the da1ry 1ndustry as opposed to the
. consumer segment of the market. , . N ‘

Although I have had a student intern and research analyst working with‘me on
the milk project, their activities have been directed to the technical side
re]at1ng Lo prices, quant1t1es, etc., as opposed to an eva]uat1on of the

.- functioning of this dairy commission. ’

tr;,(\J";S;;J:’"The majority of materials I have in this office relate to pricing struﬁﬁure,
. \ transcripts of pub11c hearings, in-house correspondence, and confidep 1aL
mater1als supp11ed me by ‘the Comm1ss1on, part1c1pants, or othér int@npsteé

%§{;, parties. Coma ¥

Should you need further clarification or additional. data.that I may not have.
included please feel free to call on me and I will coopefate s fully as I am.
able. .

As far as my own opinion is concerned, dissolving the Dairy CommissionéﬁﬁyAnot
be the best answer as there would need to be regulation of unfair‘tnadejprac;iqes

continued. ....

a division of the Department of Commere;e .
Michael L Melner, Director

‘
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Mr. Andrew Grose

Office of Research
Legislative Building
Carson City, Nevada 89701
January 28, 1975

Page 2.

e

P

(/-within that industry. However as a minimum I would recommend restructuring
i the composition of the commission to allow for a majority. of ‘consumers and
i a possibility of removing the authority to set prices. The latter has not
i proved beneficial to the consumer nor has protection of the segments of the
i industry been established by setting of minimum prices. Again, my coopera-
L~\Ejfn is extended in this and other matters.

Respectfuﬁy%

Rex M. Lundberg,

Commission
‘ RWL :wd
Enclosures

cc: Assemblyman Lloyd Mann
Mike Melner, Director, Department of Commerce
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By RUSSELL NIELSEN"

CARSON CITY (UPD) — A fresh#

man legislator is picking a fight wnth
the NevadaDmry Commission..«

e e e
LR B T T g R e W ~
.

F reshman Legssiator Psckmg é

represents. producers, . dxsmbutors
and retailers.- :
. But the criticism has been swellmg
¥ mcreasxngly in recent months.

““It isn’t doing the job it was created _Consumers complam about the price
to do, so it shouid be abohshed 4 ' says.. ! “of milk- The commission pegged its

Lloyd Mann, D-Las Vegas.: %4 ™

It would transfer its duties to a:

commissioner on food and drugs, and
. would take-away its present pewer to

set minimum prices which stores may
charge for milk.

The commission was estabhshed by
the legislature in 1954. It has been
criticized from time to time, along
with its executive secretary, Clarence
Cassady. Recently, consumers
succeeded in getting a representative
added to its membership, which also

rices according to prices of feed and
He introduced a bill to do ]ust thatf. P Baon

-hay..But when these prices went down
‘recently, the store prices did not.

Mann says the commission was
‘created to protect the small dairyman
aﬁld the consumer, but has not done
this

“The-person who has benefitted is
the distributor,” Mann said. ‘“He got
rich on the back of the consumer and
small dairyman.” -

“Milk prices in Nevada are the'

highest in the west. California is 11
cents less per half gallon, Utah is 20

R "(*. Mt g W b i.- B e i Al e el '-t: .-

.let the price fit the demand.” -

- i\! %
S

cents behing us,” he said. “We should
go to the free enterpnse system and

“Consumers and- individuals get
ripped off and the distributors get
rich,” he said. ‘“We should not have a
commission setting artificial prices.’

Mann said distributors and
dairymen ‘‘have themselves to
blame’ for his proposed legislation. -
He said he would not have introduced
his bill if they had ‘‘conducted their
operations as the legislature in-
tended.”

“The biggest problem is Cassady.
He has a lack of concern for the -
consumer,”” Mann said. . i)

Cassady was: not avallable Ior

i

!
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Utah Colorado and otherstates would’

comment but two dairymen’: saw

Fallon, who operates a dairy, said

there was some merit to Mann’s

charges but does not feel the: com-
mission should be abolished.

continuous and adequate supply of
milk. They should not have to pay a

penny more than necessary,”. Getto<

said.

. “If the commission were out, it

would wipe out a lot of distributors

and small dairymen’ he said. “}-

would put us under a federal
‘marketing order, and we d be hke an

,_.ant on: a mound. If we had a com-
ings a bit differently than Mann; =

Assemblyman Virgil Getto;: R--

missiomn; at least we could take eare of
Nevada probIems in Nevada.” - -~
Reno dairyman Barry Brooks

“agreed distributors and dairy far-

mers would be hurt if the commission

. - . .. were abolished. He said the state
*If it worked right, the commission .

policies would assure-consumers-a..

would then operate under a federal
marketing o;‘der and milk  from

WASHINGTON “(UPI) ‘The
Nevada Inter-Tribal Council -has

received a grant-of $296,000 from the °

Department of Health, Education and
Welfare,
delegatlon reports.

Nevada’s congressxonal )

. come ontothe Nevada market,: o

“A lot of small dairymen would be
forced out of business,’” hesaid. -

. Getto added the milk from other -
states would appear -at the stores-to . *
- compete with Nevada-produced milk. .
“. ‘““The retailer doesn’t care where-he-

gets milk. He makes hls percentage,”
Getto said.

Indian Grant. -

under theg NatiAve :

' The grant,
American Program; will provide
funds- for the administrative staff
which will be responsible to the needs

of the 23 reservanons and“colomes m o
“the state . LT .

3 Squaw partly becduse ~area’s regional sewage program is in effect but he saw n01
tht is one of the resort’s harmful effects on soil or -vegetation;- -or~on-the water-l
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Thore are 1nd1Cut1ons of a pnss1b1e movement- and 1obby aga1nst

“‘;tho present Dairy Commission-System.of regulating minimum prices. The
. free enterprise system of. supply and demand might create a better -
e ancronmentsor the consumer due to compet1t10n ~ This would allow the :

. mo eff1c ient business to Thr1ve and be an incentive for the marginal

uq1ness to improve its operation, Although this might be a hardship-

. on the inefficient operator, the concern of the majority (i.e. - customer
L mnxt1t|0n; would indicate that competition is the better market system,
L and to give unfair advantage to cae segment of the business communlty o
‘;w»wouzu seen inapprepriate pdrt1cu arly where the weaker segment in the
*~fburga1n1ng {the producer) is now fully protected by federal preempt1on.

[ he Consumcr Affairs D1v1s10;j}ecogn1zes the value of the Dairy

‘(‘Commx ssion in regu1at1ng the Dairy Industry but questions the settwng

of minimui prices, at least. for those other elements of the du1ry
marketing excluding the producer. It is hoped the testimony. presented

. today will he]p’qutify to the cons umey The pr1ces he has to pay..
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