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ASSEMBLY AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE 

FEBRUARY 11, 1975 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Chairman Hickey 
Mr. Price 

MEMBERS ABSENID: 

Mr. Jeffrey 
Mr. Coulter 
Dr. Robinson 
Mr. Getto 
Mr. Howard 

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 
Charles\Cameron, 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, Dairyman, Housewife 
James Perazzo, Dairyman 
Randy Capurro, Nevada Dairy Producers Association 
Clarence J. Cassid:Y, 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) distributors; 4) producers, and 
5) enforcement agencies. 

r-­
Chairman Hickey called on :Assemblyman Mann, sponsor of AB 29, I 
for his comments. Mr. Mann stated that he was appearing on behal~ 
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 th_e 
Commission." He stated that 22 dair_ies 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 



• 

• 

ASSEMBLY'AGRICULTTJRE COMMITTEE 
FEBRUARY 11, 1975 
Page 2 

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· Stat.e; that they were 2¢ per half 
gallon more than in the Reno 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. IIThey 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 pr6fits 
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 th~t 
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',;'.S:tated: "The 
middle man is milking the bulk of dairy profits". He·~urther 
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 ii6-t; ·.fight 
a compromise but he'll be back in two years to do something about 
it if it doesn't work. "We have two years to prG1ve 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 f0r 
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 i• 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 consumers 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 Commi'ttee could conclude that there is 
no possibility of the dairy .industry operating under the f~ee 
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 sta te.d that he did not have this information. 
In reply t.o Mr. Coulter's question of a compromise bill, Mr. 
Capurro stated that he would be willing to return and work on 
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 p9litical contributions were aware of 
what was happening. Mr. Capurro stated that he did not think 
so and that "I think we're very fortunate in having such 
a health industry in Nevada.I' 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 ,-.~c : c1 

have to seek aid through the Federal Order or join a large 



• 

-

• 

ASSEMBLY AGRICULTURE COMMITT.EE 
FEBRUARY 11, 1975 
Page 4 

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 h~s all the ingredients for good 
production, if there is some stability." 

,i 
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 coi:nments on the Lake Mead Cooperative 
and in particular, mile coming from Minersville; what the 
brea~down of costs and prices is in the Lake Mead coop. etc. 

He-announced that the next hearing 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.meeting was adjourned 
at 10:00 a.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Sandra Gagnier, 
Assembly Attache 
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Bills or Resolutions 
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AB 29, 
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Subject 

Abolishes State Dairy Commission 
Fiscal Note: No (BDR 51-406) 
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*Please do not ask for counsel unless necessary. 
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Counsel 
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MILK 2-4 
. 1 ST L D C ,s4 :? 

BY GEORGE FRAN'( . . . . . . .. 
tACRAMENTO (UPI> -- c. BRU11IEL CHRISTFNSE"l, NFWLY R!PLAO:tD.DIRlC1'01'f0£::· 

1. FOOD AND AGRICULTURFt TODAY ANGRILY ASSAILEf) A RFPORT WHICH C'l{ARGID ,·rs . ). 
DEPARTMENT MADE A $55. MILLION MISTAKE- IN FA~roR" OF DAIRY FARMERS. · · .. · · :' ,.· 

CHR ISTE~!s01 · CHARGED THE REPORT BY LEGISLATP'r AUDITOR GtY\JtRAL JfA'~£Y;_ .... ,; 
M. ROSE "COULDN'T Bf MORE DISTORTFD OR MISLEADIT\JG• AND DEPLORED IT As· A.,·.~; .. 
~DIRECT ATTEMPT BY A FEG! PEOPLE TO DF~_TROY• MIL!{ STABILIZAT!QN 5TATutE.s • . ·· ·<' 

CHR ISTENStN, A HOLDO''tR APPO I"1TFE OF RO"!ALD RF AGAN WHO WAs R!PLAttn .· · .·. 
MONDAY BY GO''• EDM'U11JD G. BROW"T JR.· WAR"'ED THAT •tr THE~! FEW M'lSGUlDED 01

' _, 

lE0PLE ·£UCC(FD IN SE\!DPJG' A GREAT Afm IMPORTA~'T INDt1£T'RY DOWN THE 'DRAtN,< ,, 
THEY MU£T TAKE THE RFrPONSIBIL !TY P? THF FUTURE· WHFN OUR· CHILDRE.:'f HAV,E'.·, 
TO GO WITHOUT MILT(." . · . . ... . . 

. RO~r,_· AN- _EM_PLOYE or THE LEGI~LATURF,_REPORTED EARLIER MONDAY THAT_ ·, 
UNDER CHRISTENSEN THE DtPARTMF"JT LAfT YEAR MADF A~1"•ERROR•; Af\!D '. . · 
OHERESTIMATED DAIRY PRODUCT IO"! CO~TS WHPl IT APPRO"tD A FP'E-CENT"P.IR .. ,. 
HALF-GALLON PRICE PJCREA£E WHICH TOOX EFFECT APRIL 1.· ROSE SAID TRF , . 
DEPARTMENT BECAME AWARF or THE MifCALCULATIO\Y IN JULY AND FAlLtD TO . 
CORRECT IT. . . . . . . 

THE AUDITOR GENERAL PROPOSED THAT.MILK PRICE£ BE ROLLED BACK IN AT 
LEAST A PARTIAL RFFUND TO CO\JSUMER~ TO OFF!:'FT THE. $,5 MILLION MlSTAKt 
WHICH BENEFITT.ED DAIRY FARMERS. " ' .. · .· 

A IN A STATEMENT' APPARENTLY AIMED A·T THE WI,,ES OF MEN I'l THE DAIRY:, . 
w,INDUSTRY,_ CHRISTENSE!\' DECLARED: ~WHE'.'Y MA'TY OF YOUR HUSBANDS ARE WITKOtfT 

l)RK BECAUSE OF A!\J I~DUSTRY· FAILURE, REMEMBER THE NAME or HAR,TEY ROS!, 
AUDI TOR GENERAL, SACRAMENTO .1974." - . 

CHRISTENSEN+ A CATTLE RANCHER FROM M6DOC COUI\JTY WHO WAS sutcrtDED ,AS' 
DIRECTOR BY LU HER 1"TIM• WALLACE A U'HVERSITY OF CALIFORM!A'' , 
AGRICULTURAL ECONOMIST, SAID ALL' 10F ROSE'S ASSERTIONS ARE •ANSWERABLt n 
••.AND· IN TIME WILL BE Al\lS'WtRED. • . ' . --

HE DEFE"1DED MIL1{ STABILIZATION LAWS 1 OF WHICH STATE PRICE CONTROLS -
ARE AN INTEGRAL PART AS HA,, ING PROH!DED A CO\JSTANT, SUPPLY OF THE 
"lIGHEST QUALITY MIL~ AND MILK PRODUCTS AT THE MOST REASONABLI.PRlC£ 
FOUND ANYWHERE IN, THE NATION.• · · . - ... 

•rr HE CR0£f) HAD ANY SELF RESPECT HE WOULD MAKE CLEAR TO TH! .:FRISS -~­
\IAT THEY ARE REPORTING I~ "TOT WHAT HI~ REPORT STATED,• CHRISTENSEN -SAU) . 
I A FORMAL STATEMENT. HE DID \JOT A~PL1FY. . , .... 

BUT AN AIDE SAID CHRISTENSE'\J BFLIE''ED THE AUDITOR GtNERAL•s., RtPORT · 
WAL~ tt LOADED• AGA !~ST THE DEPART!'1Et\JT 'AND THAT ROSE FAILfD 'TO AD!'.Q.U~TtLY rP AIN THE DEPARTMENT'S POSITIO~. · . . ·. ~ .. 
. IN AN APPNDI_x· TO THE RFPORT.1 -ROSE SAID TijAT C'f{RI-S1'£NS£N, BtLIE".£_nn 

155 MILLIION RE'CEIHED BY PRODlJCERS THROUGH THE I"'lCREASE •HAS .NOW BE!N, 
COMPLETELY JUSTIFIED THROUGH IMFLATIO~. • .·. · :--

. P IC1<UP 5TH PGHl ROSE,1 WHO WOR'!{S FOR 
UPI 02-04 lOs 39 APS 

-
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_ :'/3',., 1 _1:-( ~~birship to ~/riiis ~as dro!e by ,e!µniq~ru,1wone eftffil 'twlf 1AS!rlbufor menilieMil]).~t ~i 
~ ~('.;,: }: _niffoniaiilmginakeµfi,was retained at two daizyindlfstt,y~re.tailers','tivo pr&lti~r'l~d one>}f 
,_,,!, ', ,'pt(?du.cel'.-'<listributor.,:.; _. . '~-_:,>:.· >i_: \. _:. ' - :';';+'~fc-i'. :•\ , )',/ '·:~~•- :~/:;: >·.-~:-··.; 
.i ·, ,_,,- · •-, -,_'.fhe'ninimember ~ission' recentiy .voted.5-3 fiir.;i p"rice hike on~ !fl. Southern'_ _: 

·-·;..: ,_Neyada of four cents-~ half gallon and tv(o cents a,quar( The makeup of the board ilnd~r: -
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-,- ,:_;,,: ,; < . : ~:'i:: ~'Thti i:nafu premise\)f, those'.pclicles-/'-.said :Mrs .. Millet\ ;''i~' that the mer~ ht ,!:!OSt.s_,ii)f:ii; 
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crease. 

- ~ ·ame from a proposal by Arden Farmi Ci 
A portion of the one -cent increase 

e:r-JV"" Dairy for a change in the pricing for-
",~ v- mtila of the commission .. 
; . Distributor costs, of raw products on-

I 
..J 

ly, can be passed through to the fourth 
· decimal point, which means if the in­
crease is. 1,1nder a cent the retailer will 
absorb the cost. If it is over half the con­
sumer bears the cost: 

Another 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 

·.~~:~~E~:~!f~.t\~i~i 
commission. Mrs. B!;!rkson said she' felt . 

· more distributor. infonnation was need- . CLARENCE CASSADY 
ed. Visibly irritated at the increase, she , • • • Explains issues • • .~ 

,:...,. 
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f ':lE ~~r~. i .~jifdJlf {;-;ha~~~ ,:1$o;i;~,,,, t :f:m. jor ne~~op, f 9,- . () ·. , '<~,~ 
:\I~ •i>me~\\inr~•t •·ts ·tM' 'Oi>cl'lie,c -Supt<,UnQ ing ::the_ If inl,n¢ia), , ; .· ,;, . 
; ··dd¾ 'uS,ia 'be~ 'tl\'e,\Qohmi(ssfori .tQ, deteri,,in.e mfnimum :p,r~ces 'fo'F tiiUk., ;c;, 

::\ t -!ie;iSii;.a"rO:i)re~•ntitims Or consUmer, int0reSts '.'tjim '..t )<11_ow 

. ':.:sf they;• ·?ro ma~1ng · H))rof it or not, "·. . . . :- :, , . ; . . . . . ·: • . . ; l;f,.,t,: . '. C. •,:i',',-,;;\~:}s.,;,+.; ;, ·'· ,' , <; MVi'.f,ion ,,; · 9rl. ticisrit. or tli~ · Connni s siO n inOkeup >I(' .V• #Sit•f;~d . : ., . t. )!; ; tt!{J:;rr:;;.,:,: 
• "Clarence-, C •~ s;,d:;,,_ . da i~Y.' ~. ornm i~~iop. a dmini s.t~a tor, .. :who . sia d, ;the .'. .... :. . ... · ; .;, :.... : ;; . ,'{;: ··;,; .. : i' ',., 
· <·.J\1,i,fada· 'l;ipqy;~M: ·1 t •~ u'tho_i-i ty, :is · ~im ila r to 'system s used · in many other State•,., 'l•.j ,,,": ,:.;, :_, -: . '; 
·' . · ,:'. That,' may bii :,t~bo; ,'\5ut c·an f o mu , c_o risume,' interests a"' tal)<Jng .. • b_out ' ~h.e ':i!om.~ ,-'', -;;,.; :- ;, : 
' ' . ,. , . . . . , . . . , " ' "" . ... """ '" :: kind of chaUen_ge. '.th.a . ,lfovada Co nsum,,;r s Lea gl!S lui s been di s'C)!s sing., · · ,. : ... ,- .' · > ', , :": .'.'iii'..' ,_: •, 
':: ;, ;', T~y i!'ntije ,)!latte;. ~e.~ct:S -to , So brough~ to, a h,ead,, :· ~il • '.th~\ •t• }• :nee df. ~' ,; : ; .f, /\;','.!;(. 
, strong._and vta bie doi,ry ,'.>nd;uStry > . tho so · who, roy the Pp ce must. • ;t so;:):i•. ~-s ~_r,,,l,: Ll;. ,. •, .'fJ j': 
-t~ LPJ:1.~9-fixinf aptho/'ity -:t~ _•X0rcis~d in,• fa,ir anq 'llJuttabJ.e )l!~{tefk '., \ ;;,, :'.?/ ,; :-':\'< ; 
. ·;:7~:'.";~~~,-1-~:"~~0r ·;•.:--~-~""-..,.t--~----::--~:~:-·~-~r-•nr~0~1;.:,I;fi,(~;::·_ •; 
, 'J;;'.Jl q A .r._: .,F U II D'., .-.:::rh_e .. league is gOing to submit an Opplic~ticin}dJ&;:•t,h?/(\\;,''-. i·'.f;\\;!')~!_:c. 
0,1ty · of Lo; S. Vega., .f q ,._.. :cr;A,RIT~BLE SOL IC ITA TIO N · P ER•:n. As , soon: a S . tl,e ~·""'f' ;',:,.• .. ,; ,.,; : ..,,; '·' :-, ,: 
is,_i s •u~il'',{ We wiU' ,kiiol<' on · th6 6th · of Juno) ·;,• will be sta >,ting· a · cafflpa if¥! ',1' '.';, 

1 
• "'.·. ; "._; T·. ''; · t~• ther f unt1i rig, · I sfocere ly. h0p8 .tha t alt of You Will · supoort ·. our le,gal'c.i,;_,-:,; · :,: C.. I,·, . :·; ::, '_ 

t ; h:d:lls~ . .v8ii . are . a Ware ~t ,ih • n<>tiO.s si ~y ·•of th.is ;lyp~ Or ~ c~ioQ),· • : ~" • · :'.' \(.';,';; '.f: ., .. ,,_ '.?·, ·. 
· :, · : " ; : · , .: , . '. . . : . · , ~ - · · , : . _, · , . · .,. •'. ,.'. ;: ?t:\c :;:/:,1:2 

N0JE., i: 1 \!E '.\([LL ,B~ SE>'9ll!G ~u!:A CONSUMER ALtRT---KEf,P WAT_CFt j! i;•,: '.:/,Pi';, /.{t f'.'.:;'.,,tf\;'\ ':~ ----------------------------------------------------------------·---..... ~·""'· ,. ",,., -.~ .. :i'_f ,,_.., ·:/: ·' ' '/,, . ' ' . i ' .;,,:, :'•.,' :: ., '.' '' ' ; . ' ',.' ·.. :. , •\'.;.'·. ,i>i'.'#, .,,,..,. u, ..... ,., "" 
N'E.t,&ATERIALS ON .!lN ' ' ',)a'Jiw•s. BUi.r;;;r,ij) ... ' ' ' · ,. ,.,,,.... '$ii,~~_· cc·:--••. 
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\i\J,~}· :Jfs~egt_!B~~~~~~~tM:::~ZI~t~:Z~:-~~;~~)~rtrt~·~f ~°t(~~ff. 
~yfJf~R GROUP• PLANS .DAIRY 'FOARD CHAI,I,'!};~TGl}; /( 5/2),' ,:i97~';\STJN.c~TJI't'Q;R):ALY)~.•~~'~;'.;';l;;)<,!?).;i'<· 

· Thi), Qonsumors League 'of N_mrada is· considering a, legal challenge ,of Jh~s; mak.~Jf-P C 

:\ tf t!h:.::?d~~l~t!~ .s~mmi.si1"·\a ?: f ~t}on, tf t t,ill ~tdkf••: i-•srr?Cttt:~~9,t'f r:t 
'. ~l . (\ · .. ·. The dairy commission; cz•eated by statei,l~w, 'isicompos~cfcf',hirie~nrek~.~.r~ii¥l~f L . ,-·: 
.•·i1 .. ·. ':} . . :;irh:h~:l'.,;ef z~:~it~g the. pu~li O. • The remaining •u. "f f,(\~f \~trt~11{f;:.~}1 ~~If .. ' 

·,' (/ ,, . The law creating the 'commfssion requires,it<to: set.: reta:U.rnilk .P!\ice·f:'$0,::·:151:ta:t'1~'. 

·' , .·. t~elky' at. least.equal productio,n costs;· and it pr9.hiblts.'aw,~uppli~r.;fi-6~-2Br9~9Jng{,'t>::· 
· mi ;o consumei:'s bel()w thecommiss1on:.:a.d6pt'ed schedu~e,. , :-;,,:;::~:;, ,\';'.\:,;, ';:}f\~ /t,\\;r,< . 
. qUARANTF,;~D PROFI,T.'" •• Charle3s Levinson, a spokesman ·rot' the, 06nsumeraeag11e,;-:. · \}:i\;: 
charges that the,. lat:, guaran:tees · the ·most inefficient manager· a.rptofi,t., whil_e·rtine;\ -"-:· . 

::::., efficien-t· p:roquset re.cei t:es •,wihdfaJl... · •. ., , _... . .• ', .·• , , ..... : · ·, :·r::> .. {}' ;\'./(/f,\\:;1)b· ::ri '.;'c · 

<C ThG consumer league proteet unddUbtedly is inspired by' ai seri~s:o:f'',ptic8\1?l,•r>;,'.: . ' .·.' . 8:-! ,creases' on dairy products which finds the minimum p'l:':ice for,riiilk/~t:-7gq5':afl1a:lf~:.)~},;; ;_ 
>i>-=::> gaµc,n ,an North,.epn N,evatja and 81¢ in. t,he sputh. , ,(its ;of ,June /lst;;\h~;lk.)tf.11. 90:;"-;;\/_\< 
'\lf' , CO 79¢ a hal_f .ga11ori -in,ta's "\,'.'ega•s. )' ,' ' , • _ .·•· ' ·t:. <<', ,'.;'.)' t:, ,:"i>'U?::hf.~?/\({f,}<: ,:. 

"· .. • c~ ·. Lev_inqon also says that if money cant1ot be fai~ed t.o' pajr ;tbe:t c&st~'.'~:t'J:,t.ha;·;tega;t, ' 
, ~- ~cha~ler1ge, effort.s_ w~ll be made to chang~' the, ta~r~ '~n th~:~9?f'/S~~:s~~r.•~':<-< '<~,:~~;j("fc( 
z:: ,,:REV'ISIONS F_AIL ••• Similar efforts have be.en m&de in each of,,;i;he. se~.·,s.19r.is::fpllo)~}l~g,;· 

.. .''.';·,<· · ===> the·,cl:$ation l>f• th~• dairy commission al::lout 15 yea;rs ag'. o, but W'it~'.·11-,t~:r~ ,§lildce~~:• .· 
. 8 ', ; ·., . Ef~f rt~ ha:1:e been mad~ ~n r_e9,?P~ . years tpf strip~}h~:}ory~_i'#s,~.?.p'.;·~9~t:t>r~~~f~~~~-~:,/:> 

LL.I author.1l,y, l-O re-str_uctur121 it· t.o .Provui~ for ,a,. strong9:r c,onSUill!!!r vo1c~;r-\o ,p9 .~xa,i:l-!.,, 
> ·· .... ,_One,•of the·basic reasons'.is thai:.,c'o1nmitteies·t6 whicl-).,·;sttcli'.:L~gtft~~fi:15rt:i:$":1~n;tf' . 

have. been dominated by i'ul."al and agricultural interests/··w:it1i:'th~'i&~4!t1thitt"t,./\~t>- "· 
little .is ?ea_:rd. fr9l1\: tha'.' measures .. ~f'1:er initi~l intr,9duct,t9'.ni ,.'·t(f,i?)}~:}tr·Jf/J;t}tf;/ ., · 
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Gener.ii has promuig·a~~,.,tu11v.e· rules descr1b1ng cer-lta1 
commercial practices considered unlawful by the 
GOCP. Copies of the rules are available on request. · 

AFTER THE SESSION 

Legislation enacted by the 197 4 Louisiana Legisla-
ture of special interest to the consumer: 

MILK-Everybody's Issue-Act 31 iHB47), after 
many amendments, in final form sets prices of milk 
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 1.,-f 
prices at the wholesale level only. The Board, \ 
appointed by the Governor, consists of a producer, a . 

'! d ,J reta1.er, a processor, an four consumer members. -•-···" 
MOBILE HOMES-A Good Move-Act 281 (HB 

593) makes it 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 I nsti.tute 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. 
AL TERlr.JG REDHIBITION LAW-A Consumer-, 

Setback-Act 673 (SB 546) weakens the right of ? 
purchaser to obtain a refund on a product found tb 

'!'· . 
have serious hidden defects by allowing the selle.r a,,,_-;,:. 
"reasonable opportunity" to repair or replace,,.tf:i~t/· 
product sold. Problems could arise as to· the deHoi'J'J .;; 
tion of "reJsonable opportunity." ,1,;· 

DOOR TO DOOR SALES-Refund for Consurne'fiA·:1-; 
-Act 466 (H B 1375) mal<es it illegal for the-sellern.ft' :t 
a home soiicitation sale to keep any par;t 6'.f 

I • ·-·Jf~/;.,-,-· 
consumers c:ish down payment 1f consu;rfie 
cancelled within three days. · ,;.: ·• , 

GAS ST A.TIO NS-Dealer's Day in Court~Act"( _ 
- · .-, ', -, f,' ·-1" , • ;~• ; •. 

(SJ 408) 2i!o-t1s S'.'rvice station dealer actiorli::~fof?i"• 

··. .. .. ·~_.;1:,id;:;; 
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'Insiders' Run 
Dairy Board, 

Outsiders Pay 
Inflation has focused attention of consumers on the 

Nevada Dairy Commission, which stands as an example of how un­
wise it often is for government to interfere with the natural law of 
supply and demand. 
S:f, Critical light on the commission's actions results from 
~'.1 price pressures on family pocketbooks. When that pressure was 

I 
.... ,· lacking, or at least was much less severe than it is now, there was 
\ little public interest in the commission or its reason for ex­
j istencc. 

~:·i' 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 it was necessary to s~ve the 
dairy industry in Nevada. 
hf. St.ff C t"ti ~t~', 1 ompe k on 
~:t Nevada dairy farmers h~d to comply with stiff req~irements 
governing construction of their barns, their equipment and the con-
ditions 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 
Jess 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 law, was to 
create a commission to bar the lower-priced products from 
competition in Nevada, and also to comply with federal regulations on 
marketing areas which went with milk subsidy programs 'voted by · 

. ______________ _::C_::o.=ngz:r:.:.c..::.:ss::.:.·____ · 
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Dominant Group 
Basically, the commission looks at the cost of producing milk iri · 

each of the several marketing areas in Nevada, considers a profit 
markup for the industry and then sets a minimum price on th~ 
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 those from inside the ind,ustry, producers, 
producer-distdbutors, distributors and retailers. Through the 
years, the membership has been increased to nine members, but 
consumers are int.he distinct minority, as they have been from 
the outset. , 

One of the very critical areas of commission action is fixing t}Je 
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 subsidized, 
to the detriment of the public. ;,; ;,, ;if "'"-

figures Secret \', $· ,t;: .· "·-·4: 
As long as these questions remain unanswered, there will be a 

continuing public protest, which can be justified as long as industry 
int.crests dominate the price-fixing agency. 

The pub!ic, for example, isn't informed on how production 
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. 

No 'leveler' 
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inefficient methods of production or distribution are being subsidized, 
to the detriment of the public. . ·, i\. ~ . •. tJr .s:.:it ~,';) . 

Figures Secret \R·.·· .f ·.~;>. ',;':~rrt::".f 

As long as these questions 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 production 
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. 

,••.-r' .• 

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 responsive 
to public, as opposed to industry, interest. · · 

t It may be that the conditions have changed enough to make it 
dear to the legislators they should listen more closely to these 
demands than they have in the past, when they ignored them. 

r­
rri 
Ci? 
u:> 
r-
~ -<: 
rri 

CJ 
c:> 
C: 
:z 
u:> 
rri .---
0:, 
C: 

~ 
:x:=­c: 



, • <' __ , , I' ... .., ':"" .~..- ' • , 

" :'', :·\_1,t, ' ,, ' .• ' . ~ 
~~·P '('.'· .. ,:J .. ! ,,_, C'' ' ' 

r;,,'--i~n~·-;, v / fr Y f ~ 
, ,,,~~~•1$J":,¢~ · · · ! ' d BTATE OF NEVADA 

•', '' t~t~I' '' ~/ I CONSUMt::R A.f'FAIRS DUVISION 

•
~-~!!!J;}i_!tP.?!J •pl:;.',_ ~ . NVil [WILDING 

, ". ~ "'W \ C-0, 2()1 SOUTH FALL STREET 

MIKE O'CALLAGHAN CARSO!\ CITY, NEVADA 89701 

r LEGISiATiVEJCOONSEif B-OREAU · 76 

REX W. LUNDBERG 
COMMIS!!IIONEA 

L_AS VEGAS 

t qovERNOR ( 702) 885-4340 ·JOE LAWLER 
DEPUTY COMMIS~IONER 

CARSON CITY 

•· 

,( ~ ' 

Reno, Nevada July 11, 1974 

, My name is Rex Lundberg and I am the Commissioner of 

Consumer Affairs for the State of Nevada. My purpose 1, for being 

here,today·an,d testifyjng before the Nevada Dairy Commission is 

to act as advocate.for the consumer and·to offer suggestions 

that I believe will alleviate the consumer's concern regarding 

the escalation of dairy product prices, 

· Because the producer's welfare is mainly decided by 

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

to the wholesaler and retailer segments of the marketplace. 

THE WHOLESALER/DISTRIBUTOR 

; I~am greatly concerned about the apparent inefficiencies 

that exist.in at least the routing schedules utilized by the 

who1e$aler. I would direct your attention to Exhibit I which 

relates to the wholesale delivery schedule of January 15-20, 1973. 

Th; al~r~ing part of this document is shown in the 5th column, 

"Accumulative Percent 11 
.. (of stops to total number of stops.) Col­

umn,.6 begins 9n page 3 and reads through pages 2 and 1. · The 

diif ference betv,een column 5 and 6 is that the former is as­

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

latter descends from the highest sales per stop to the lowest. 

I 

a division of the Department of Commerce 
Michael L. Melner, Director· 



. . / 

;j)/. 
/, 

• 

-

• 

.-LEGISLATIVE .COUNSEL BUREAU 
Dairy Commission - Rex Lundberg 
July 11, 1974 
Page 2 

This is visually demonstrated in Exhibit II as the lines labeled 

11 N' and 11 C11
• 

The dollar value of each category of "stop" is shown 

in Exhibit III as Column 3. These figures represent the number of 

stops in each category multiplied times the average sale at that 

stop. The accumulative percentage of each category to total sales 

is shown in Column 5 of Exhibit III. Again, the Column on the far 

right represents the opposite direction, from highest sales to the 

lowest. These figures are shown graphically on Exhibit II as lines 

"B" and 11 D11
, respectively .. 

The point I'm making here is that efficiency appears to 

drop off rapidly when sales per stop fall below $90.00. I propose 

that, until an efficiency study is made to determine means that 

will reduce this high cost of doing business, or until a graduated 

price schedule is adopted to reward efficiency and not inefficiency, 
., 

the percent of markup (or amount of consumer dollar retained) be 

reduced from those shown in Exhibit IV, Column 5 of "Wholesaler", 

by an amount indicated in Exhibit I at the intersection of lines . 
11 811 and 11 C11

, or approximately 25%. In addition, I would recomm.end 

consideration be given to the proposal submitted by the Knudsen 
\\ &_'(_E.§ # I/ 

Corporation on May 23, 1973, reflecting aAdiscount schedule based 

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

THE RETAILER 

I understand the retailers have requested a gross profit 

margin of 18% to cover a 16½% cost of operations and a 1½% profit. 

77 
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. Exhibit V states a net profit of 2% is considered .very good, when 

compared with an annual rate of return'on investments 6f almost,· 

20%. The Winn-Dixie example is detailed in Exhibit VI, establishing 

its 2% profit. 

The composite grocery chain store operating expense~· (Ex-~-
. I 

hibit VII) shows, on the bottom line, a stockturn of 12.51 (1971-7~). 

-As dairy products turn-over a conservative 50 times ,per year, the · .. 
. _,,· 

effective profit margin is four times that of the averaiie stock in 
. ' . 

a grocery store. I don't believe :the milk consuming publicfshould ·
1

: .. 
have to subsidize the 11 slower stock 11

• In this regard,i propose 

the ·11 profit11 margin of the retailer (shown in Exhibit IV, far 

right: column) should be reduced by 3/4 to a more realistic;~niafk·u,p·,_, ·., · 
' ' , ': . ~ ~··, ·;," ~ 

. of approximately 3%. Previous testimony mixed "apples and.oranges•~ 

~hen the witnesses declared their cost of operating prec.luded · 

· their making a profit. Because of the stock-turn aspect, the cos_t · 

of goods sold ·is not truly reflected in a static, end-of-ttie.'.:y~ar· 
',, . 

financial statement. Based on an example of $100 a week paid for~ 

product~, the year end total of $5200 is not the actual cost of -

products sold, or total out-of-pocket costs. At no time was the· 

investment (in this example) more than $100, due to the weekly:•. 

turn-over. Hence, annual rate of return should be bas~d on average 

· inventory, 'not the total amount which passed through the store.-~ 

Thank you for this opportunity to present the consumer's 

point of view. 

• ·i. ' 
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SCHEDULE 1. 

AM 'T. OF SALES 

$ 0 - 5 

5 - 10 

10 - 20 

20 - 30 

30 - 40 

40 50 

50 60 

60 - 70 

70 - 80 

80 - 90 

'\ i,,I'~; • 
·, ·1,-,,, 

.l LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREAU . 79.· 
THE STATE OF NEVADA DAIRY COMMISSION 

Southern Nevada Marketing Area 

Wholesale sales during week of January 
Amount of sales in $10.00 increments. 

'J'Q'I1A L NO. ACCUMULATIVE PERCENT OF 
01? STOPS NO. OF ST8PS TOTAL S'rOPS 

202 202 6 .. 9°/4 " ) 

289 491 9.8% 

410 901 13o9% 

328 1,229 11.1% 

288 1,517 9.8% 

196 1,713 6.7%. 

173 1,886 5.9% 

147 2,033 5.0% 

117 2,150 4., <Y/4 

90 2,240 3.1% 

15-20,1973-

ACCUMULATIVE 
PERCE!IT 

6.9% /CV.,.,{' 

16. 7%. q g. "J°, 

30.6% 'j s. i/0 

41. 7% · (;9,'i'/ 

51.5% ,;g,J'c. 

58.2% t/i. s't/ 

64.1% · J..f /, 9'1 

. 69.1% ?,Lb? ~, 

73.1% '3/,0f 

76.2% :; 7, I I 

90 · -100 - -----------s9-----------z-;3ag·---- .. ----------·--2.1+%- --- --:-7-S-.6%' .J '/ Of, 

100 110 62 21371 .. 2.1% 80. 7% . . 

;i I. l 2 ·· 

110 - 120 36 2,407 ,1.2% 81.9% /'}.,)., 

120 - 130 45 2,452 1.5% .83o4% IK. 110 

130 - 140. 50 2,502 · • ... L7% 85.1% /l. 8'7 

140 - 150 25 2,527 · 0.9% 86.0% /~)7 
. . - - -- ---·-. - ------ -- - -~---

over. 
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150 - 160 23 2,550 o.8% :86.8% If J 'l.. 

~ 
160 -.170 20 2,570 0.7% 87~5% ir. ~-·v /- I 

"---./ 
' 

~ .;. 

,1 

170 180 15 2,585 0~5% 88.0% /). f(, 

180 - 190 16 2,601 0.5% .',88.5% ·/:J. I< 

19:J - 200 25 2,626 0.9°/4 ·• 89.4% I/. f J 

200 210 17 2,643 0.6% 90.aX, /I). 9, 

210 220 14 2,657 0.5% 90.5% /0 .JE? 

220 - 230 13 2,670 0.5% 91.0% q.9/ 

230 2l~O 9 2,679 0.3% 91.~% ·1.'11· 

. : 

~~ ',.~;. ' " ______________ ...... ~ 
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SCHEDULE l. 

·. ;•, 

.,. '· ~ ~· ... ' 

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREAU 

THE STATE OF NEVADA DAIRY COMMISSION 
Southern Nevada Marketing Area 

Continued. 

TOTAL NO. ACC UMULA·rIVE PERCENl' OF ACCUMULATIVE AM'T. OF SALES 
. OF STOPS NO. OF STOPS TOTAL STOPS PERCENT 

240 - 250 17 2,696 0.6% 91.9%. · 

250 - 260 7 2,703 0.2% 92.1% 

260 - 270 9 2,712 0.3% 92.4%, 

270 -- 280 
7: ... 

. t' 

8 2,720 0.3% 92.7%. 

280 - .290 11 2,731 0.4% ' 9_; .1% 

,·290 - 300 13 2,744 0.5% .· 93.6% 

300 - 310 ·.· 12 2,756 · 0.4% 94~ 00/4 

310 - 320 : ··4 2,760 0.1% 94.1% 

, ... ",' 320 - 330 12 2,772 0.4% 94.5% , .. 

330·- 340 .8 2,780 0.3%. 94._8% 

340 - 3.50 ' 5 2,785 0.1% 94.9% 
- - . - ---· ~--·------·-- ··-·--~--- _ _. ___________________ ·--·-- ----------····-: 

350 - 360 7 2,792 0.2% 9.5.1% .. 

· 360' "."" 370 5 2,797 0.1%. 95.2% 

370 - 380 3 2,800 less .-than 0.1% . 95.2% · 

380 - 390 5 2,805 .• ,,- o.i% 95.3% '.:.,-.:,. ,, 

,390 -· ·ijoo 4 2,809 0.1, '_\95•4·, 

'" .. ----,.•· 
~' 

' '.' 

(i_ /1.:, 

'{, '>f 

</1:J'I 

. 8'. c; 

7, 7l 

7. '(,(j 
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2,813 0.1% ,,_,. 
':_ .. ~ '. ~ 400 - ,410 4 

0 ' ' - , . 
1. 

410 - 420 6 2,819 . 0.1% 95.8% 'f, ( 
~ ~· 

420 - 430 5 2,824 0.1% "95.9% 

430 440 8 2;832 o.35~ 96.2% 

440 - 450 2 2,834 less than 0.1% 96.4% l' 
), - .., 

450 - 460 4 2,838 0.1% 96.5% 

460 470 3 2,841 less than 0.1% 96.5% ; 

470 - 480 7 2,848 0.2% 96.7% 

480 - 490 2 2,850 less than 0.1% 96.7% 

490 500 r 4 2 ,85Lf- 0.1%. 96.8% ______________________________________ / 

~.­
' 

' - " ,,,--., 
i••. 

t 
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LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREAU 

• r,; 
';'l 

THE STATE OF NEVADA DAIRY COMMISSION 
Southern Novada Marketing Area 

SCHEDULE . 1. Continued • . . 

AM'T. QTi' SALES-· 
rrOTAL NOo ACCUMULATIVE PERCENT OF ACCUMULATIV3 

;, OF STOPS NO. OF STOPS TOTAL STOPS PERCENT 

500 - 600 34 2y888 1.1% 97.9% 3,,9 .... 
) 

- 600 - 700 20 2,908 0.7% .98.~% J,l)'f 

700 - 800 11 2,919 0.4% 99o0% /. 3L 

800 ~ 900 9 2,928 0.3% 99.o3% l) ,qq 

900 -1000 9 2,937 Oo3% 9906% o,c.g 

1000 -2000 11 2,948 Oo4% 10000% o.n 

-



AMOUNT 
OF 

-,LES , __ $/CATEGORY % OF TOTAL 
(AVERAGE) $ ON ROUTES 

ACCUMULATED 
ACCUMULATED AVERAGE 

PERCENT $/STOP 

0 - 5 6. 9 •,$ 505 o. 19 

0.82 

2. 31 

5 - 10 · 16. 7 

10 - 20 30.6 

20 - 30 41. 7 

30 - , 40 51. 5 

40 - 50 58.2. 

50 -

60 -

60 

70 

·. 80 

90 

64. 1 . 

69.1 

73. l 

76.2 

90. - 100 78.6 

100 ~ 110 80.7 

110 - . 120 

120 - 130: 

130 - 140 

140 - 150 

150 - 160 

160 - 170 

170 - 180 

180 -. 190 

190 - 200 

2,167 

6,150 

8,200 

10,080 

8,820 

9,515 

9,555 

8,775 

7,650 

6,555 

6,510 

· 4,140 

5,625 

6,750 

3,625 

3,565 

3,300 

2,625 

2,960 

4,875 

· 3.08 

3.79 

. 3.32 

3.58 

3.59 

3.30 

2.88 

2.47 

2.45 

1.56 

2. 12 

2.54 

l. 36 

l. 34 

1. 24 

0.99 

1.11 

1.01 

3.32 

6.40 

10. 19 

13. 51 

17.09 

20.68 

23.98 

26.86 

29.33 

31. 78 

33.34 

35.46 

38.00 

39.36 

40.70 

41.94 

42.93 

44.04 

1.83 45.87 
.. 

~ , ~1.,_o.,,..., .. ~9_o~_-_.,,..· ~......,3 ....... ,.,.,.4~85~-~...,,.,1...,.._;31 ____ 4_7_. 18 
c:i 
•_µ 

.... 

$ 5.44 

9.79 

13.85 

17.87 

20.97 

24.09 · 

27.05 

29.66 

31.88 

33. 77 

35.63 

36.82. 

38.44 

40.37 

41.40 

42.43 

43.38 

44.14 

45.01 

46.44 

47.46 

(' ! 

ACCUMULATED ACCUMULATED 
AVERAGE$ % OF STOPS 

RECD./STOP TO TOTAL 

$ 90. 19 

96.64 

107. 12 

125. 57 

144.76 

166.86 

186. 19 

207.57 

230.47 

253.26 

274.65 

294.05 

314. 37. 

327.63 

346.02 

369.67 

383.02 

396.19 . 

408.43 

418.07 

428.82 

446.97 

l 

99.99 

99.80 

98.98 

. 96.67 

93.59 

89.80 

86.48 

82.90 

79 .'31 

76 .01 

73. 13 

70.66 

68.21 

66.65 

64.53 

61.99 

60.63 

59. 29. 

58.05 

57.06 

55.95 

54.12 



- 85 

- --- . --- - ----·---- --- - ----~---------

210. - 229 3,010 1. 13 - 48. 31 48.34 460.46 52.81 

220 - 230 2,925 1.10 49 .41 49.20 4.72. 27 51.68 

230 - 240 2,115 0.80 50. 21 49.83 483'. 83 , 50.58 
!.,....----..."-

241;,-ct 250 4, 165 l. 57 51. 78 51.06 492. 16 49.78 

25. 260 1,785 0.67 52.45 51. 58 '508.83 48.21 

260 - 270 2,385 0.90 53.35 52.29 516.08 ·47.54 
·,·:·· ... : .. ,~ 

,:) 

270 - 280 2,200 0.83 54.18 52.95 s·2s-.6a~J· !46.64 
't,lir>'t~'t: ' y, 

280 - 290 3, 135 l. 18 55.36 53.88 534.45 f · ·45. 81 
<fl""•· 
~;· 

:44.63 290 - 300 3,835. 1.44 56.80 55.02 547.101 
·' 300 - 310 94.0 3,660 l.38 58.18 56. 11 563.16 ~ :43. 19 . ; . 1 

. ' f ,I 
141 Ql 310 - 320 1,260 0.47 58.65 56.49 579.30 1' :1 .,., 

,:. • i 

320 
~> 

;41 .·34 - 330 3,900 1.47 60. 12 57.65 S84.92 '. 
:,•, 

'~ 

330 - 340 2,680 1.01 61. 13 58.45 602.64 ... 1i 39. 87 
11 

. .;:; 
.1 .. 
' 

j 
' (,; 

- ------- -----------·--•---··--· -------
-- ------- ---

-
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r'· :.;-

. AMOUN/··· 

~. 
.$/CATEGORY % OF TOTAL 

(AVERAGE) $ ON RO~JES 

340 - ·350 

350 - 360 

360 - . 370 

370 - 380 . 

380 .. 390 

390 - 400 
. . 
400 - 410 

410 - 420 

420 ·- 430 95.9 

.430 - ··440 

440 - 450 
. ·- 460 

... 460 - 470 

470 '_ 480 

480 - 490 

490 - 500 96.8 

500 - 600 

600 - 700 . 

700 - 800 99~0 

·aoo -. 900 

900 -- 1000 

1000 - 2000 100.0 

$ 1,725 

2,485 

1,825 

. 1 , 125 

1,925 

1,580 

1,620 

2,490 

2,100 

3,480 

890 

, l ,820 

l ,395 

•. 3,325 

970 

1,980 

18,700 

13,000 

8,250 

7,650 

8,550 

16,500 

. $265,873 

Total Stops= 2,948 • 

., $265,873 

Ave/Stop = $90.19 

0.65 

0.93 

0.69 

0.42 

0. 72 

0.59 

0.61 

0.94 

0.79 

1. 31 

0.33 

0.68 

0.52 

1.25 

0.36 

0.74 

7.03 

4.89 

3. l 0 

2.88 

3.22 

6. 21. 

99.99 

ACCUMULATED 
PERCENT 

61. 78 

62. 71 

63.40 

63.82 

64.54 

65.13 

65.74 

66.68 

67.47 

68.78 

69.11 

69.79 

70. 31. 

71.56 

71.92 

72.66 

79.69 

84.58 

87.68 

90.56 

93.78 

99.99 

ACCUMULATED 
AVERAGE 
$/STOP 

$58.96 

59. 71 

60.25 

60.59 

61. 17 

61.64 

62.13 

62.88 

63. 51 

64.56 

64.83 

65.38 

65.80 

66.81 

67. 10 

67.70 

73.38 

. 77. 35 

79.88 

82.25 

84.91 

. ,. 90 .19 

~.-- , 

ACCUMULATED .. AGCUMULATED 
AVERAGE $,. % _;:OF ·sTOPS 

RECD. /STOP;: TO TOT~_L_ 
,· : . 

$ 615.39~.:: ·.;. '38.86 

. 

' ~ 
·'623.68?' :,i 38.21 

' 
'i . 

6 35. 7 4 • . >J 37. 28 
,,~~ ~ 

· .. 737 .62 ·. ·-~ 29.68 
·t . 

756.00 · ;!' 28.43 

28.07 

27.33 

20.30 

15. 41 

12. 31 



Item 

Jhi ppi ng Cream 

% 
B.F. 

36.0 

~ 11 Purpose Cream 30.0 

able Cream 20.0 

{alf & Half 11. 7 

:oncentrated Milk 9.9 

·xtra Rich Milk 4.2 

·lavored Milk 3.5 

iomo-Pasteurized 3.5 

o-Fat Mi:k 2.0 

"' II II II l.O 

:1avored Drink 0.5 

"kim Mi1 k 0.5 

*Estimated Amount 

•• ' 

.- --- Cx.t......J.JL--

... . 

,, I,·· .. •,• 

. ·' "_. LESlStAflVE CO:UNSE(~-BUREAU 
,.,. . --, ~ . ' " ' . ~ . . .( 

1 . . 

. WESTERN NEVADA :- ANALYSIS OF ONE- QUART PRICES.''" 
,,__ • • '((<l .,. , •-"• " ' 

,, July 1 ~ 1974 

~',, .- . .i'· .. -;.,· '• . 
~-PRODUCER* .: .WHO~ESALER, •1' RETAILER 

, .. ·.; 

, ~rice Price 
Price , Money' ·to , to 
Recd Retained 4/73 · 5/74 

% of 
Cons 
$ 

,, Price Price 
Price · Money · to :. to 
Recd Retained· 4/73 5/74 

% of· · 
Cons ·Pr', ce Money 

$ Recd Retained 
cents) 
70. 31 ·105.72 99.06 41.12 1.50 .797 102.74 99.34 46.60 1.71 . 21 

. 18 

. 14 

.08 

60.30 

43.42 

29.22 

30.65 I 
! 

I 
20.78 

19.54 

19.54 
,, 
', 

16'. 94 
i 

15. 17 I 
! 

i 
14.30 I 

l 
I 

14.30 '¥ 

-106.78 98.90 40.75 1.30 .697 103.59 99.24 47.09 1.48 

.556 104.21 99.00 49.19 1.13 

.328 106.90 98.41 46.83 .70 

109. 76 98.46 38.42 

115. 31 97.69 41 .74 

114. 54 97.83 36.06 

123.25 96.79 53.78 

125.02 96. 59 47.65 

125.02 96.59 50. 10 

130. 11 96.09 43.43 

134.84 95.65 

137.76 95.40 38.65 

150.68 95.40 40.85 

- . ·• _;_...,. .. 

.99 

.62 

.85 

.35 . 142 120.0 97.30 35.11 .405 .045 

.365 .17 119.67 97.33 41.37 .41 .045 

.345 .15 121.05 97.18 38.36 .39 .045 

.345 . 176 125.45 97.18 45.03 .39 .045 

.32 .177 l 123. 08 96.97 47.84 .37 .05 . 

.30 . 157 1125.00 96. 77 44.86 .35 .05 
: 

•.. . 

... 

Price Price % of ., 
.,.,_ 

to ·to.' Cons 
4/73 5/74 $, 

102.40 99.42 12.28 

102.78 99.33 12. 16 · 

103.67 99. 12 12. 39 

106.06 98.59 11. 43 

116 .44 98.84 

117. 39 97.59 11.11 

117.14 97 .62 10.98 

118.18 ·n.so 11. 54 

121 . 88 97.50 11. 54 

121.31 97.37 13.51 

122.81 97.22 14.29 

• 
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89· ~------T-.....-... :-.-~-~-............. 
' ;, •, 1/ , ,,,..,.,, ,,, u; ,iii foil,,' UN W c1,;,, we,'" rW@n, ,l,'J ,fr.;;, 1_~,: ~u~u:~, ::m11 ,-?' ·1 
'-----•-•-A'--•,•••-~ ... •~-'••-•j'---•---·,·-·•---·••-'i." ... ~---. .,.,, •• ,,_, __ • _,,.,.,., __ .,._ ... ,..,. ... .:._,~ ... , ...................... .-.. ...... ,~.• .. •--"-'-"-•-l-· .. .;.__·-... •-•------~..... ";~ •. .,,,. ,J.--- < • .. ~..J r- ...... _ .. ;•~ .. -.-. ·-----·-· ..,--·.··-,.--·.--~-::_~~-;~~~-:~!"':"'.:"'~~---:-·7::--:;:·--;r•'"". '.~.::t , ..... Y-i,·.~ .. .;"•lit• .. J.' . ..,,,'LL ... :J.tfC!K';'"' ··~-- ~ t\Q)Z .. ,!i,', ~ 
: , • - • • I 

SALES (000$) 

! . 
! , COMPANY 1972 1971 1970 

'· 

% Change 
'72 VS '71 VS 

'71 '7D 

EARNINGS (000$) 

· ... HD. Qf 
o/o Chanr,e rood 

'72 vs· '71 vs Store, 
1972 1971 1970 '71 '70 · ·. 1972 

:..:;:.,. .. ' ~: ... ,., :~ ~--·~-· --~-- ... -~ . ..;;.;.. .... ,,. ', ............. ~ .. -., ·,;·1 1;,;·,,..,:.11,1 ... ~./_........., ............. _ 

A8.? 
I SAFEWAY 

KROGER 
ACME 
LUCKY 

6,279,6998 
6,057,GOD 
3,790,532 
2,012,377& 
1,988,000 

5,508,508 
5,358,800 
3,707,918 
1,861,588 
1,793,613 

5,664,025 
4,860,100 
3,735,774 
1,798,719 
1,576,982 

+14.0 - 2.7 NA 
+13.0 +10.3 91,100 
+ 2.2 - 0.7 18,425 
+ 8.1 + 3.5 NA 
+10.8 +13.7 30,500 

14,619 · 50,129 Ni\ :-70.8 4,110 
80,200 68,900 +13.6 · +1sk· ,. 2,331 
32,213 39,732 -42.8 ,-18.9 1,395 
12,426 14,934 NA -16.8. 779 
30,800 27,974. - 1.0 +10.0 ;' 248 

) ...... -:.:::::-":":-... ~ ... :;;;::::::;:;;:::::;;;: .:-.-: .. -·~::....., .. _~ .... _ ·~- . ,,~'., .. ~...::.:I.~-'---·"-·• -~.1---yr,--, .... ~ .......... ~ ...• jrn;_~. · .. ,;rn:,.: ~- ii ... ~ .. ~:.:;; ~ 
'' ,.l 
( J FOOD FAIR 1,980,458 1,805,855 1,762,005 + 9.7 + 2.5' (1,398) .· 11,399 10,967 NA · + 3.9 · ·' 516 
f i JEWEL 1,972,6398 1,809,761 1,628,496 + 9.0. +lLl NA 26,637 23,962 NA +11.2 ''641" 
, .YWJ.!i.ll.U:U. 1,833,572 1,609,265 1,418,916 +13.9 +13.4 39,164 . 33,648 27,615 +16.4 +21.8· 877 
i·; NATIONAL TEA · 1,523,477e 1,613,853 l,~90,855 - 5.6 + 1.4 NA 8,920 ,7,636 NA · '+16.8 960. 
1:1 GRANO UNION 1,343,5438 1,304,411 1,200,831 + 3.0 + 8.6, NA 13,018 . 15,741 NA. ', • -17.\ 1 542 . 

~ ~ ·: - :: "'-.- ·-;·:-:-~·=::·::=-~'1"'1'-~~--:~~: ..... · --~-- .. ~~r.· ·~. T~;:-::::-.::.-.::tc: --;-·:·.r:~·-.r-m·':.'~-=-:.. ... : ~::·~~::::.:::m:.."'7. ':T!rn'!l"1":ri.? t.::rm: ... ;:,Jli2SiPii;.1,;,~r;-rm;;rr;,r-;;1 

SOUTHLAND 1,228,000 1,085,107 986,580 +13.2 +10.0 20,350 · 17,797 14,895 +14:3 ,:19.5 4,460 
SUPER MARKETS C[ll[RAL 1, 145,024e 976,150 824,942 +17.3 +18.3 NA <\ 9,90i 8,0G7 NA•' +22.7 ;· 94 
ALLIED 990,780 931,533 807,115 + 6.4. +15.4 1,426 (12,090) (4,852) .NA 329 

I STO? L SHOP 983,076e 907,734 789,950 + 8,3 +14.9 NA 3,560 5,637 NA -36.8 156 
I 

FIRST NATIONAL 841,662e 852,748 850,475 - 1.3 + 0.3 NA (689) 3,511 NA ,.:. ;, ~}2 j -
,-·· .. :··. ,•· ..... --::;:; ·-r--·-,-..~---;:r.·i~:·--··:~·•·.::·.: :;.;.c;.,";';'.~;:;::·, .. ; ~1:iJ'7:"~L:!:P:~'.:~~~~•-•·U&iiitrS.llW 

. , 
1 COLONIAL 722,184 696,29G 661,157 + 3.7 · + 5.3 9,071 10,069 8,707 - 9.9 +15.6 .433 
1 ALBERTSON'S 687,7190 550,175 487,933 H5.0 +12.8 NA 6,257 5,274 . NA +i~.6 246 

AROEfl-MAYfAIR 635,000e 647,000 637,000 -'1.9 + 1.6 NA 2,120 (tB23) . NA. 208 
:, i FISHER FOODS 620,963e 508,153 401,517 +22.2 +26.6 NA 6,883 5,322 NA · +29.3 , 117 · 

, GIANT FOOD 617,603e . '560,947 476,974 +10.l +17.6 NA 8,416 4,209 NA ' +100.0." . '77 
f 1 
'.t i ,):;~r ·:~;.,-::..,:~:·-•.::.:..~.::..~*'+"t;+~- ... ~:-:-~.-•.~-. -r~~";;-· ">' ;:-:~i -;.;~'..7::~~rn-:;:::;,rn::;;. ":':it.'....Z.'t::r.tz"~::7;:;:::r~,, ..... llilailii ~·~1; 1e11· P ·u, 
{ j 

COOK UNITED 514,475 472,575 629,771 + 8.9 -25.0 6,604 8,058 7,659 -18.0 + 5'.2 23 
. ~ ( · 

PUEBLO INTERNATIONAL 488, 1648 467,143 459,394 + 4,5 ·+ 1.7 NA 6,507' : ~.487 NA +45.0. ·' 98 

BORMAN'S 407,9288 379,468 361,319 + 7.5 + 5.0 NA (4,480) 1,210 NA 
I 91 

DILLON 406,0G 1 344,772 265,281 +17.8 +30.0 7,255 5,908 • 4,873 · +22.'s +21.2 257 
YIALDBAUM 390,675a 365,117 335,136 + 7.0 + 8.9 . NA 3,212 2,510 NA·, . :r28.~ .. 107 ,, 

! j 
f ~:.::."'. :. , ·:·"7:::-:· -ri:;;;.::·;,,.,.:'~-;-··::::~ .. ~m--·;,:;-;;'.:~;:·:::;~:::::·~~, .... '1!~:rc:: .. r,, _...,;;:;;ui.'.'.:':-:.:~;:i-:;,~~ ,:.;·cii•FFiffl 1S'1£'11$tl"~ 

; l Pflm tRUIT 
fREO MEYER · 
BOHACK 
FOO DA RAMA 

(1,405) 
NA 
NA 

2,603 1,677 
·. 4,649. 

1,519 
2,491 

NA 
NA 
NA 

· +55.2 
+24.6 

77 
·42 
164 

i 
I 
! J. WWIGARTEH 

366,152 
349,3730 
334,424e 
327,5878 
302,618 

372,309 
298,354 
299,932 
321,479 
289,894 

30G,375 
261,654 
278,374 
302,854 
258,025 

- 1.7 
+17.1 
+il.5 
+ 1.9 
+ 4.4 

+21.5 
+14.0 
+ 7,7 
+ 6.2 
+!2.4 

NA 
2,056 

5,794 
(691) 

1,646 
2,293 , 1,802 

NA 
-10.3 

-33.9 
+27.2. ,. 

70 
98 

1 ---= --o-• .. . ( .. _ .. ~ ... -~-- ;c::;;· · • .. ~,..·"T";.,•'",'... ... -:--~-•-~.--·~ ... :--: .. --. .-&z,w;.,.. ... :: .... :-.:-:":,.;:;;;,_""· -~~..::;:_~~7".;l;:;.,l.4 .... ~~~:;:;..,~:ma..r::ir.1.rlawt;;;.¥.a1FS111,i;:Emas:.:::zw:11. •m::~:n••&l'1l,rauawzaa 
I ~ 
'' BAZA'R 298,388 306,559 228,017 - 2.7 +34.4 (1,285) 771 727 NA + 6.1' 89 
; / THRlfTIMART 2~6,549e 260,192 272,944 - 1.4 - 4.7 NA (747) 41 NA - \ 73 
: i BIG BEAR 245,732e 211,110 186,465 +16.4 +13.2 NA 3,993 3,397 NA'..· +17.5 ... 52 .. 
i I WEIS 239,963 216,492. 198,594 +10.8 + 9.0 9,795 . 9,718 8,699 + 0.8 +11.7 78 
I j GREAT SCOTT 239,909 219,277 . 205,566 + 9.4 + 6.7 1,486 1,015 1,957 +46.4 -48.l 45 

;· 
1
··•-·-:·•--··:·. ··:-~~::-::;-·;:-,:,~""•":c~.~:>},,.•, .. 0,-..,=::.:=".:":":l'~,, ,ur::r.:, •" ,., .:.• .. 1.<:1. r. • . .!I •. , ,.,.\'.IINL,'ti!!Q,a .. ,,,n_..11.:,um::.xi=a ,.;,l!lili'fam.cnm.t,......ww,. u l.'M MG, 

I • . . ; 

• Based on 28 Co.mpanies i 
(e) t stimated ., , t 

() Oet,c,t "'· 
1 

• J 

~
4
-,, •• .-...... ,.........._~ .... _ .... __ " --...... ~~~.: 'l "• ,. ._,,•· ,,:{ ttrllt fl +' O ,~, ,· * ·d ·;J 

. ' ,u r11oouu1vc o•oc:u • ,.,,.,L 1,1) 
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\.ViNf'4~DIXll!'S . PF'tCfn':. 
HOVl''oo . ·vou~e'.ri'i»H? 

' • ' ✓ ' <,, 

If ;I;;~~{ iri F!o;i<la, Georgia, Ala­
bat?J. 'r ihe·:cnrolimis.- fnhc•g a good 
c~ajic~ Y?u:{J:>·your groc!ly shoppit1g 
at_a5'{irm~Pi1'-.ie supennnikf:_t, Although 
Witiii;Dix.i.e ccnfiuea its· ooeration al­
m~s(;,entiieTy • i~ · .. that 'tire;; . the• food 
c}i!'lin' l!ppean io a'• Fo11i.i'ne magazine .· 
~tif.g of the nation;s SQ 'iaq;est retail- ·· 

. t "'.-'. - ,',, ,' .· ·-• ",. " 

' :--;,, ,,·:·:... . · .. ·.:· ...... .., 
_A,tllodlti.,-,..,.~.~:.::.,.~..ft-

" •• - • !; ~ ' ~ ' ~- (f:;;.~~~-

' .. ~,~;(:"~~7·~~ 
,:tr. . ' . 

. . . Here•s whai iwppens 
'', > -:· . fo',t}1e d~lfar 
·/_.·;~ yoti spend/at.•. 

·. Winn".'Dh::[e. 

··1-' 
l , 
~-.,;"/ 

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. · 
bag they use, shown in the illustration. 
Not that the message on the bag is easy 
to undcnstand or _interpret. Take "Our , 
Net Profit," eivcn as 2 pcr cent on the 
pie graph. Yes, Winn-Di:~ie'S,.!1,2_t r:ro@ 
was abouUbat in 1972 (actually, 2.1 
per cent, according to Fortune). But 

?.:-P~.S&D.l.i~~9.1..f.Cl.L~Jg<2!1.rl1£1:L11 
. which cl.!:_pcnds for_jt:J...~ar:tu~~rni~ 

2%J~j_gb.,.t11LPDY©;; Morn meaninefol is 
the annU~§£~ of ret11m.oninye5tm1~1J.L. 
. which Fortune quotes at }_9. 7...E~L££!}L 
lil,.J,9..12 ... Quite a difference, 

I Then there's the anticonsumer mes-
' s'age at the bottom. It's a little ambigu­
ous. Does · it mean that .any costs , 
generated .by consumer-protection leg­
islation would be magnanimously ab­
sorbed by Winn-Di~ic? Or i:J it a scare 
tactic to get _across the idea that such 
legislation will drive the already sky-

• rocketing pri~e of food still· higher? 
''Commenting on the latter interpreta-

tio11, New, York Congressman Benja­
min S., Rosenthal wrote to the chain: 
"Instead of 8pcnding your _time and 
money printtng mislea.ding and anti­
r,onsumcr messages, I :CC(;pectfully sug- · 

. _gcst that you attempt to bring about ,a 
c-:hange in , .. the food situation, so 
that people can afford food again."· 

. CU also wrote to Winn-Dixie. We 
ask~d, ,imong other things, whether the · 
chain would be willing' ·to include on 
its shopping bag the rate of return on 

. investment. \Ve received no answer' 
from Winn-Dixie. But we did get a 
comment from an· unexpected source:' 
Porbcs magazine (October 15; 1973). 
It quoted James E. Davisi chairman of 
Winn-Dixie: "It's a bad time for show­
ing profits. Hell, we just got a letter 

,. from some guy wh'o is with Consumers 
'Union who insisted we Wcie misleading 
people .... Th.is· guy wants. us to p~int 

;.f 

'', ',"' .-

on the bag our return _on invested capi­
tal. ... How do you satisfy a dumb 
SOB like that? He's the kind of" guy 
who rerJly wants ,US to. lose'· moµey,': 
then print that on ~ur bags:•( ·. i; . •, ·, / 

You can satisfy us durnb SOBs, Mr: 
Davis, by printing the whole trutp: · 

/ 
r,·am FD>A'.m SONG~AND-DANC~ 
Oil'\! UJtlJ) f~.f CANNED MIU( 

---•,' 

When ~c publishedour reporfon high 
levels of lead in canned evaporated .· 
milk last October, the U.S. Food and 
l")rug Administration went' ioto)its 
now-familiar.· routine'. . 'Jt piroi1etted 
neatly around our ·facts, hardly touch~ 
ing thern, did n pas de-deux . .with the 

··· canned-milk. trade ~ssociatfon, let fly •.·. 
some press releases suggesting our find­
ings were in error a.nd saying that lead 
had been reduced to acceptable levels 
in canned milki and, finally, bowed to. 
the public while applauding itself.,. · 

Unimpressc<l, vie continued. our test-
. ing program,, .. We bought more.,sarn- · 

pies of canned milk . and.· had' tl;lem 
measured for their le:id content. Dravo! ·· 

·.In· no case wa~ the lead level · high~r 
than the. m.M.irn~mpcrmitted under the 
FDA's voluntary guidehnes. 

Our consultants tested four ;nrnples 
en.ch of seven brands, all bol1ght last . 
September. The brands ·Wer~ A&P 
(A&P Stores), Carnation' Ve/vetized' 
(Carnation Co;, ·Los Arigeles), Fin~t 
(Finast Stores),' Grand f.!nion (Grand·.'' 
Union Storcs),Loue/la (Acme Stor~s): · 

. Pantry Pride (Pantry Pride Stores), ~nd 
. Pet .(Grocery Prod. D1vi, Pat. Inc:,:, 

St. Louis). · · ., .. ·' · 

Tw~ laboratories eaclt•, tested· two . 
samples of each brand. T~e fo,vc~t le~d 
content foundf was 0.01 parts per mil­
lion . (hardly a trace), and the highest 
w2s 0.43 ppm. The average of all sam­
ples 'was 0.13. ppm, weUbelow 'the 
guideline maximum of o:so ppm, and· 

: much further ,below the 0.70~prm 11v-· 

CONSUMER 
0

REPORTS .. 1~1 
' j '·. 

<:: /,:;r',~~< . ,, 

l· 



~: '1 . '\( . _. 

L, ,-.,1;~~);;·{:;, :.i,,;~,.~h;t 
~' '> •, : 

1• Expenses 
Payroll,' . :. ; : //. 
Supplies•' , ~~-· 
•Utilities•,,.• 

' '.'• "' ···communications '•, 
i ~:- · .Travel . .}' ·: . · . · 
;:, '::'Services Purchased ' 

. • :.- : Promotional Activities ·. 
'. ;; . . ,. ',Professional Services.·· , · 
· · ,· , . -Donations·,. 

• <·~ · ·; ·Insurance< :,, '· <;:·· 
,. .. •·:, .T,axe~.and Licenses·(except 

'-~ . ) ,. .• :.- on·:ncome • . y ., 

·'. 
.,. 

._'"-",:;;{:_, )j ·: :Property Rentals :_<· 

. ,., ·• • .• EquipmentRentals . ., 
{:>;;Depreciation and Amortization.· 
:\J::,.-·Repairs .;;: .··~ .. ,,,·,. :..•·;, 

{ :,, .'<:,,Unclassified,, .. , ;,'.'., 
: ' Credits and Allowanc~s>, 

r ;, · t:;;i~~: ;1t1~:f,;{";;,j;;i'.)'.'i,<;,i, 
r ,~ .. , . ·. . . •., . . .. ., -· 

'i_ ; ~tr~j'(:l, L~:,w,i,1:;,t': ,h,-.Jl_,,mj,,.:, ''i'~,,~.J\_i 
·, ·:'-'c 

\\,,··:.,,· ·~,,1=-1, ;11f~t~l··1~1~'•H·r~-·: ,-· 
-. , ... , .'-~ .· 
-Ot.her Income o(Deductions. 

~, _Credit for Imputed. Interest 
(.~· .. Cas~ Discounts Earned · .::, ·· 
f ·;' \Othe'r Revenue, Net... . 

(including P,rofit or Loss on 
. -'Real Estate)... · 

f/ ·,, ,1~,/·!~; ,,, ;q~;·;,i, 'hl• •n,,,.:· 
~ i!• 'l,,..:.rt_ • •• , • . ' , 

1967-68 

10.51 
.88 .. 
. 75. 
.07,' 
.10 

1.33. 
1.35. 

', .. 05 
'.03. 
.46·· 

.87 
. 1.69,' 

.09 

.89 
., .51 

.65 

·.1.··:1;,·.·,\',,. ' 
~";(":'•\ 

//.!:, 

.i .. h r,! ;,')!.~(· 
",: "!'.', ,' .,,.~' 

~ \.:) 

.66 

.56 · 
· .16 .· 

1968-69· 
, .. ·, ' ' ,, ;;i,Y 

j, , .. '. f,;,I_, L!t•.< ✓~J 

10.53 
.90 

.. 73 . 

.08 

.12 
1.22 

· 1.49 ' 
.05 
.03 
.51, . 

'i .92 
s: 1.58 

.10 

.84 

.51 

.58, 

' '·' 

1969-70 

10.65· 
.92 
.71 · 
.07 
.11 

1.36 
1.43 

.05 
.. •; .02: 
.. 55 

:··:-.):··1:~t;:_, 
. . .10 ., 

.82 

'J~·,:i.-; 
· (,-.22) 

· :~,ti) iti:/ 
i i1:i 

' • • • 11 ,, ') -~ : , •• ·: 

,:;-~!} 
. , ...... · 

I;'~~;•/ 

~ - ' , •: .,,,~ 

1970-71 I 1971~72 ~./ 

..-.;,;,11}~;:€.~t. ::.{!~l~:b~i~4:j, 
. •fr.;/' ~ .. / ... '.·~: 

l i:gi ;" ,;:i 1if :if if; 
..74 :r ... ,;.,._,78.''./: 
07 . ' , < • •• ,. QO ;, , I 

. ',. ·-;:.. ': ~··,.·1~{-1-·,~\., 4,-;,i,:i 
· .• -11 :< ·. :,,,)/,Jt ~.1oc f:),l 

·, 1:31 1'/1.(J:25'.'}t~ 
1.32, .~-, 1.20 :i,;t, 

;JO (~.;: .· .O? .)?f 
:02 I,,,•' .02 .)A,, 

.. ::: ,~t'.!;M 
l 49 · • , · ;,, · l 46 ),-": 

. iit1~)1~::i,it?li: 
(_::_54)· . :_. · ·· ··:·c ... :.:;ss) · · .:· 

, , I , ,Jo • ~ ; ,/ ,, ' • .( ... ~~. ,', 

'. .. )1,}~?/".\:·: ;.)7:'.Zii:h:>?tl 
. : 1);\ ·. I ). '. .;if; I . 'j 
·~~~•' ~. _' l;~i\ ... ~• 

• ·• 
1;:t ~"tJ,hx> ;,?·;;:;:;i; c:;~k'it1 

., ;,l'f·,.'r'· l -~\- ·'. ,·· •. ·- ';-:.• /' , .. ~ ... , 

' ••~'.• • '', • l 

• ' '! \' 1--''·~· ' • ~~ • ' ~ /"-;.,,' "-. j 
'~ /i,~\!, ,. ~~ '"• '.~l:~ ' -

L j, I ,, ' < f /'• ,'( "' ( 

.63 
,62 
.19 

.59 

.60 
Y.22 

•~; '.' ;, I ' • •/ ' • 

',\t:, ;,_'! 

' '/ 

.58 
,<.58; 

,, ,38 
~ ' . 

·:: 

1.87 2.03 l.86 :· 1,73 ·:\t:;:: 1-,57 t,:•: ,, 
, , . .88 1.01 .94 . :87 · :// ~74 ;ii".; 

· · · T,otal Net.Earnings befor~, 
, · Income Taxes ··· • . 1 .· 

°Total Income Taxes , 
t;• ··.;~h <' :~1, ' l _, - '. ·,t :"~. •,,' ·~i '"," ' ,\\ t, ... ,i 
•·· ·,:,i,c:;,•,'i,i 1;..:l•Vl1t!.ic;.,,,1h,r, · • 1··-·:if ·---~1 
i' , ··,,''·' 7 '' .•', • • . \!,;•, ·,•1•1•• .. '.·,' ,;.,,.-. -1:r.,-·:."j t,.,.,, }11tt!•luf;;-... -:•~-<;~1 • :-~-;t 11,.i,~k~) .. ~>':.' : ', j.t ,,,•>,,,11 , · ~ • , ~ ~ , ~- ~•.r-. J · 

f ,E•~;~~!t~;;:~::t . 9:20 ··• 9.72 9 34_. • . . ~~8 :·:J~\'t::D 
[ :d~t'll:):.ir· •>' ·~-.,~:1·;1,.r,~: ·. ·, . ','"111.; ,x;:: ' "n1 II~.:,. ,: 1J,li,;:j,1 . " .. , '11:..;\1,1 ·~·., ·•"·~:-\;;,~i~<··:l' 
~• .,_, __ _,. ,. ........ _,..,., __ _..._ ..... .-... _ _. 11,J._ l .. ...,...i. .. ,,.•--•••---.,.•--•---•••-:,.._._...,._....,,._, ~..--......... ~ ......... , • .,_, _ _.~,t • ..,_,.__,..,_._...,___~-~-~-'-~ 

·t ·. ~ f • 

~----·-·---·--·• .. --,..-------

r-~·---·-::----~-~~~,-----,-:,~~---~-~-~--.. -- '' ,· ' .,,.~.~-·--~~-~·-:;::---~;:; .. ',.;'. > . ;>'j' 
~.•- J 1/ • ,, ~.· .. ;~--Ji;•"_>-·,t•t1:., -~ ••• ,.,, .. ,_,,._, •fn,,; ,' flf~ /~'"'"J.r-4; .· 1'11. 1,:,r "J(l"J1 ,; ~-''.'O'f'.Jii"'•::1..: ,:,1 .. ·;{(t.•d,•~1;, Nt:h: ~}~ ,:411:_, ';.t,1,r::.,.1t.i=-!:, •>,\:·Ji' :1,H~t.'I:~ .:y 

; ' J ' ' I i~.1i~ I; I ,,~·1: ~/·/!/:;>~I:';,,.,; ,11Ji, .- ,1 ,~ f!i r<•l 1.t. (~1·, .... l!I. •l~ ';.f!b;:. ,.1) 1-:i' ;t(i:~./ •t~tr (1i• :.,_r_ .• ,!-.' ~ ·, h_~ ·'',',Pt·:' :' 'lr:p:~:: ''·~\{1: ... _-, 
1

, -{; ;141.11,,: •';; 1·:·,rr1 ,,..,.;11~1-,•:t{I_ .. ,~. ,., .. ,1,~~ :,. _ . 

~. ·•1•!1i1',:,: .~ 1 •.o: .•,,11)r'.•·J· ~t,1•~1 •.:, ql11:.11 .. 1y.-;-J.:, ,,.,,.j, ,,:it,•:~''.'"4" ,r;,.,r.11;11,;,, ," ·--•~f· 7::fj,,,u;),:<-:- :;•·~{•' i,:,,.-~.'- ;f'.<( ::~• ·: •~;ltt~l(,;~f ·•,•,\'.:'rJ~l? ::\~h,' •11',L 

} .'-1•.:· ~,, , ir
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·· LEGISLATIVEiCOUNSELl-BUREAU 

· N- s.::r. 7-~10#7.y 
. Dairy Board C.hanges 
Proposed by Governor 

Gov. Mike O'Callaghan provides only a floor and 
Saturday said the upcoming retail prices .on .diary 

. Nevada Legislature should·· .products cannot)>e, below 
· consider methods to iron out that level. · .· '· 

-c: possible•. inequities. in the . •·· '.O'Callaghan said. another 
1 · N~vada Dairy.Commission .... ·method might J:>e to abolish 

"; ' :The . 1971 Legislature_,- the-, board. "This would 
·· '.. changed th& makeup of the ·. all.ow dairy product/prices 
; ' nine-member board to bring to · seek their own level, 

consumer · membership .to- based on what consumers 
_ · three. This · was . dene by . can· squeeze , out·. of" their 

eliminating one, of Jhe two pocketbooks," the governor· 
distributor : memberships. said. . ' •·· · · .. · · · · 
·The·remaining makeup was . · The governor, said h~ is 

. tetained · at two- dairy in- r, o t · •· s u g g es tin g . th e 
dustry r-etailers, two legislature confine 

,T producers: and one discussion to .these alter-
producer-distributor. natives and he isiconfident 

,,~,.;, The·, nine-meml:)er com- lawmakers will pursue all 
mission·· recently voted 5-3 possible avenues. · 
for a price•hike on milk in New milk pr'ices in 

,:Southern Nevada .of four Southern Nevada · are 
cents, a half gallon and two scheduled to take effect 
cents a quart. The makeup about mid-September. 

· of the board under state law Meanwhile, a 30-day, period 
provides for six members is provided to evaluate cost 
representing the dairy in- documentations to deter-

. dustry and three members mine what percentages of 
representing consumers. the hike go to each of the 
Consumer members V().t~d dairy---:- industry.ls ·net-) 
against the recent price work'- produce rs, 
hike.· distributors and retailers. ·· 1 

O'Callaghan said, "The -~-------- 1 
diary industry is entitled to 

· a fair profit.. However, the 
current makeup of the board 
automatically .· ra·ises 
questions among Nevada 

· consumers, even if a price 
increase is justified." 

O'Callaghan recom­
mended the legislature 
discuss at least three 
methods to reduce such 
questions. 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. 
price hikes. The. law 

90 



LEGISLATIVE COUNSEl BUREAU 
STATE OF NEVADA 

CONSUMER AFFAIRS DIVISION 

• MIKE O'CALLAGHAN 
GOYIIRNOR 

ROOM 219 COLLET BUILDING 

1111 Lu VEGAS BLVD. SO, 
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA · 89104 

(702) 8815,0844 

REX W. LUNDBERG 
. COMMISSIONER 

LAS VEGAS 

.JOE LAWLER 
,l)VUTY COMMISiUONER 

Mr. Andrew Grose 
Office of Research 
Legislative Counsel Bureau 
Legislative Building 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 

Dear Mr. Grose: 

January 28, 1975 

RE: Data Concerning Dairy Commis~_jon 

Enclosed you will find information you requested concerning the ~ctiVfties of 
the Dairy Commission that our office is aware of. Although the corrtent, of the 
newspaper clippings vary in scope, they basically portray the p.icture•Of ::the 

· role of the Dairy Commission as I see it. The other documents, although not 
specifically related to an analysis of the Dairy Commission, rev.eal,>.~e frus­
tration of an outside party in attempting to understand the workings of a 
commission dominated by and benefitting the dairy industry as oppos~<Fto the 

- consumer segment of the market. · · 

Although I have had a student intern and research analyst working with l'ne on 
the milk project, their activities have been directed to the technical side 
relating .to prices, quantities, etc., as opposed to an evaluationro_f the 
functioning of this dairy commission. 

t ,,,-,7 0he maj ?r i ty of '"i' t~ rial s ! have . iA th i s office relate to p ri c fog s trUCftre , 
'. f) \ transcnpts of public heqpngs, in-house correspondence, a,nd confi4e,rtia,1r (,~ l ;': ~:~! ! ~ s suppl i ~d me by ,, the Coinmi s s i on , pa rtjti pants , "l' ~.o th~ ti;!'e.rie.~.~';~ 

Should you need further clarjfication or additional .. data~that I may not have 
included please feel free to call on me and I will coopet'ate -as fully as I am 
able. · 

r-- As far as my own opinion is concerned, dissolving the.Dairy Commission,,may not 
be the best answer as there would need to be regulation of unfair tm(le prac_:tic~s 

f 

•• 
continued ..... 

a division of the Department of Commerce 
Michael L. Melner, Dire~cr 
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Mr. Andrew Grose 
Office of Research 
Legislative Building 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 
January 28, 1975 
Page 2. 

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREAU 

-···-----r within that industry. However as a minimum I would recommend restructuring 
) 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 
\ !~~ustry been established by setting of minimum prices. Again., my coopera­
~n is extended in this and other matters. 

:zz;;4 
Rex W. Lundberg, Commission 

RWL:wd 
Enclosures 

cc: Assemblyman Lloyd Mann 
Mike Melner, Director, Department of Commerce 
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. ~~~"~ .· ... 
Picking, Freshman Legislator 

By RUSSELL NIELSEN';·, represents. producers,. distributors cents behind us," he said. "We should 
.CARSON CITY CUP!) --A fresh~, an_d retailers.• go to the free enterpris~ system and 

man legislator. is pickin~ a_figh~ "'.ith . . . But the criticism has been swelling let the price fit the demand/' ; · ..: 
th~ NE:va,da~an-y C~m~1ss1~..,•r.;•·· .,,. increasingly in. recen.t months. "Consumers and- individuals get 

It 1sn t doing the Job it was created · Consumers complain about the price ripped off and the distributors get 
to do, so it should be abolished;'! says.,, .'.":of milk..: The commission pegged its rich," he said. "We should not have a 
Lloyd_ Mann, D-Las '{ egas:•-: ?: ?:: ·:/·,.;- ·prices according to prices of feed and commission setting artificial prices." 

He introduced a btll to do Just that.'·,.· hay:..:But when these prices went down Mann said distributors and 
It wo~ld_ transfer its duties to a: ,recenUy, the store prices did not. dairymen "have themselves to 
com:m1ss1oner on ~ood and drugs, and Mann says the commission was blame" for his proposed legislation. -
would take--away its present power to created to protect the small dairyman He said he would not have introduced 
set minimum prices which-stores may and the consumer but has not done his bill if they had '.'conducted their 
charge for milk. • this. ' operations as the· legislature- in-

The commission was established by "The-person who has benefitted is tended." 
the legislature in 1954. It has been the distributor," Mann said. "He got "The biggest problem is Cassady. 
criticized from time to time, along rich on the back of the consumer and He has a lack of concern for the · 

ii with its executive secretary, Clarence small dairyman." _ . consumer," Mann said.. . . , 
Cassady. Recently, consumers "Milk prices in Nevada are the _Cassady was, not available for 
succeeded in getting a representative highest in the west. California is 11 
added to its membership, which also cents less per half gallon, Utah is 20 

• 
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'· Fight· Wittftfiiil'y Commission} 
co,mment. b~t two dairymen:' ,:s~..v: ;:ant Q~ a' mound. If we had ll com- Utah, Colorado and other:_states would emgs a bit dtfferent!Y t~an Mann: · · -_ - mission; at least we could take care of . co_rp.e ontothe Nevad!1 market;· · -

Assemblyman V1rgtl G~tto,.; }'.t·. Nevada problems in Nevada." . A lot of smal_l da1rxmen '!'ould be 
Fallon, who operates !1 dairy; said Reno dairyman Barry Brooks forced out of busmess,. he said. 
there was some merit to Mann's agreed distributors and dairy far- Getto added the milk from other 
charges but does not feel the com• mers would be hurt if the commission states would appear ·at the stores to . 
mission should be abolished. . · _ were abolished. He said the state compete with Nevada-produced milk. 

".If. it worked right, the commission.- would then operate under a federal ·. "Th~ retailerdoesn'~ care where-h~ 
pohctes would assure -consumers -a. marketinlie order and milk from gets milk. He makes _his percentage~-
continuous and adequate supply of · Getto said. - · · : , . •:: ~.--
milk. They should not have to pay a · - : ·••'· .,-;~.--
penny more than necessary," Getto- lndlan Grant,: - --~ ·::;!',. ' 
said. WASHINGTON . {UPI) - The The grant, under the - Native 

"If the commission were out, it Nevada Inter-Tribal Council has American Program; will provide 
would wipe out a lot of distributors received a grant -of $296,000 from the funds· for the administrative staff 
and small dairymen,." he said. "It · Department of Health, Education and which will be responsible to the needs 
would put us under a federal Welfare,. Nevada's congressional of the 23 reservations. amfcolonies in 
marketing order, and we'd be.like,an delegation reports. · the state. ., ._ . · 

• 

., 'i Sq~aw partry because-area·s regional sewage program-is in effectbut'hesa;"iio~ 
\ht 1s one of the resort's harmful effects on soil or vegetation, .. or,'..on. the water4 
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__ ._ There are indications of a possible movement and lobby against 
,the.present Dairy Commission Syst(:m of regulating minimum prices. The 
free enterpr·i se system of supply and demand might create a better 
env·ironmentfor the consumer due to competitfon. · Th·is would allm>J the• 
mar~ effictent business tQ thrive and be an incentive fdr the marginal 
business· to improVfc: its operation, A1though this might be a hardship-_ 
on the ."ineffi c"ient operator, -the concern of the majority (i.e. custome·r 

,·cornp1:,titfon) ,Would indicate that ,.:ompetition is the better market system; 
and .to gi.ve ·unfair advantage to one segment of the business commun"ity 

.. would seen1 ·inapprcpy-fate particut'lr·1y vJhere the vJeaker segment in the 
'bargaining (the pr:oducer) is now fully protected by federal preemption. 

-· [The Consumer >~ffairs Divisio-Jecognizes the value of the Dairy 
Comnrission in regulating the Dairy Industry but questions the setting ··_ 
of mi.nimurn µrices, .at 1east- for tr10se other elements of the dairy . ,- t 
marketing excluding the producer. It is -hoped the testfoony pr-esente<i 
today wi 11 help j ust·i fy to the consumer th~ prices he has to. pay . 
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