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CALIFORNIA PLANTING COTTON SEED DI STRIBUTORS 

SEED PRICE COMMITTEE 

2201 F Street 
Bakersfield, California 

Committee: Kenneth Frick , Chairman; Rufe Aker; Otis Page; Harold Jewett; 
Karl Schneider; Ray Noland; Waldo Weeth~ Jack Chezick . 

The purpose of this meeting is two-fold: 
1. To recommend to the Board of Directors the price of planting seed for 

1962 including the extra charges . 
2 . To review recommendations of a committee headed by Waldo Weeth made to 

the new Board of Directors on July 26, 1961 , at the Annual Meeting of 
newly elected Board, and that 

The Board requests that your Committee consider those matters pertaining to 
extra charges, costs, and Research, and then make your recommendations to the 
Board . 

Mr . Weeth ' s committee has been appointed by the Ranchers Cotton Oil Company ; 
they are not recommending or pushing any · of these recommendations . 

Attached you will find the following: 
1 . History of Distributors , Seed Standards versus Certification . 
2 . Recommendation #1 . 
3 . Weeth ' s letter read to the Board on July 26 , 1961, dated July 25 , 1961 . 
4 . John Turner ' s letter to the Board regarding the recommendations . 
5 . Sample of materials supplied your Committee over the years . 

In considering these matters there are several important points to be kept in mind: 
1 . That our written agreements with the U. S . D.A. places the responsibility 

on the Distributors to produce sufficient planting seed at all times to 
protect every grower for normal use and emergencies in the least possible 
time and at the lowest possible cost . 

2 . That the purity and quality of the seed in the various stages of the 
increase program be maintained at all times in order that the growers 
may have the advantages of the latest improvements from the breeding 

~-_.·blocks at the Shafter Station . 
3 . That we have the lowest priced high quality planting seed in the cotton 

belt except Arizona and their program is now in jeopardy . 
4 . That the Distributors are obligated to pay all non-technical salaries at 

the Shafter Station and support the Research program by the purchase or 
lease of equipment and to support cotton Research . with the University of 
California . 
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CALIFORNIA ...... PLANTING COTTON SEED DISTRIBUTOR S 

2201 F Street 
Bakersfield, California 

l. Organized as an association in 1925. 

2. Incorporated as a non-profit corporation under California Laws in 1935. 

3. Standards and Definitions of types of seed established in 1926 in cooper­
ation with U.S. D. A. 

A. Increase seed, product of breeding blocks raised on Station or on 
ground approved by U.S. D . A. and Distributors and ginned- at Station 
Gin. 

B. Foundation product of Increase grown and ginned as above. 

C. Parent product of foundation to be grown and ginned as above. 
Note: Increase, foundation and parent now grown outside of station 

and ginned at one gin. Parent and yellow tags now Purple. 

D. Superior seed, general planting seed now called green tag. Originally 
had Blue tags. 

E. Isolation to be one mile. Changed to one-hal£ mile unless another 
strain is found then it is changed back to one mile. 

F. All planting seed cotton to be put in clean bins, all seed sacked and all 
ginning machinery to be cleaned before running pure seed. 

G. All fields must be free of noxious and other weeds and properly grown, 
or fields would be rejected and seed had to be milled. 

H. Two Seed Pools-

l. Growers pool- P roducer paid all costs, received no oil mill price 
at ginning time and was not guaranteed against loss. Received no 
money until seed was sold. 

2. Finance pool- Cooperators advance all costs and grower received 
mill price at ginning time. Guaranteed against loss. 
Note: Later both pools combined so all settlements are on same 

basis. 

I. Price of seed based on average oil mill price during seed saving season 
plus extra cost of producing planting seed. 

J. All cooperators to save seed above own needs as directed by Distributors. 

K. As industry expanded some cooperators have had to save lOOo/o above 
own needs so that Distributors can meet their obligation of producing 
sufficient seed for all growers. 
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L. Our agreement with the U.S. D. A. is that we are obligated to save 
sufficient seed in the least possible time and at the lowest possible 
cost. 

REGISTERED AND CERTIFIED SEED 

1. When the Federal Seed Act was enforced about 1940 we were shipping 
large quantities of seed to Texas, Oklahoma, Mexico and Arizona. The 
breeders in the crop improvement association of Texas objected to 
Washington, as we then called our Yellow tag seed Registered. 

2. The State Department of Agriculture approved the Distributors as 
qualified to produce Registered and Certified seed under their supervision 
and due to our high standards instead of saddling us with the extra cost of 
inspectors, to do what we were already doing, they appointed our Agri­
cultural Commissioner as their certifying agent. 

3. After twelve years the Director influenced by a self-appointed committee 
thought he should write up some regulations for a skeleton law on the 
books. We couldn't live with them so asked the Legislature to delete the 
law. 

4. If we needed Certification there is a section in the agricultural code that 
permits the Director in consultation with the Directors of the Experiment 
Stations of the University to approve an organization to produce certified 
Seed. The Director was willing but the University objected on the grounds 
that we controlled the seed from planting through sales so we stopped 
producing certified seed. 

5. Under this arrangement our Standards were set with a minimum of 80% 
germination, 99o/o purity and varietal 99. 9o/o purity determined by the 
Director of the Shafter Station. It is ~we have no standards. 

\'t\~'( Y.l 

6. We work very closely with the State Department and they with us. 
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WEETH COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION NO. l 

The present division of incentive payments for producing and saving of 
cotton planting seed seems to be fairly equitable in origin and intent, but 
over a period of time has become badly unbalanced. 

We recommend that with the beginning of the year 1961-62, that an 
upward adjustment be made to the co-operating planting seed grower along the 
following lines, because to the best of our knowledge none have been made 
previously. 

(a) Since the beginning of the planting seed program in or about 1925 , 
a number of upward adjustments have been made to the co-operator to compen­
sate for additional costs of labor, sacks, storage, insurance, interest, 
investment, etc. 

Management and the Directors have apparently assumed the growers costs 
have remained static, which is not true. His costs have risen commensurate 
with those of the co-operator. 

For example : 
According to the Cotton Planting Seed Distributors, figures from 

1949-50 to 1959-60, an eleven year period, the extra cost of handling 
planting seed advanced from $36 . 00 per ton to $43 . 68 or $7.68 per ton or 
21-1/3 per cent. This program has been in effect for approximately 36 years. 
If these percentages are relative for the entire time, then approximately 
65 per cent should be added to the co-operating growers original $7.50 per 
ton incentive payment or approximately $4.90 making a total initial payment 
of $12.40 per ton to the grower. 

(b) In the recommended costs for handling seed, our committee feels 
that the Item of Growers Incentive, and Pool Risk should be two separate 
items . It represents such a large percentage of the total cost that it needs 
clarification . 
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RECOMMENDATION NO. l 

That the Growers• return be increased. .L. 

A. That the split of the first $7. 50 to the Grower and the balance 50-50 
be increased to at least the first $12. 50. 
This is not the place to get the Grower more money. J,..fJ '(" 

On this basis the Grower would not of received $12. 50 for e~ out 
of the past twelve years and the Cooperator would not have received 
anything four out of the past twelve years. 

B. The pool settlement has a l wa ys been on a tonnage and acreage 
percentage basis on the theory that if a Grower kept h i s fields clean 
and did his part that he was entitled to some return if for no reason 
of his own he could save no seed. 

C. Many splits have been discussed and some tried. First $5.00 and 
balance 50-50. This made the Cooperators share out of proportion 
to the Grower. $7. 50 was settled on and the balance w~s d i scussed 
of 80-20, 60-40 and 75o/o tonnage and 25o/o acreage seemed to be most 
equitable. It has remained at this rate as there have been no 
complaints until now. 

D. This matter is in the hands of the P ool Settlem ent Committee. 

2. The Price and Extra Charge Committee have discussed this matter each 
year. 

A. Their decision has been that a grower is entitled to a return for his 
extra weeding that it takes to qualify a field but not for his normal 
weeding costs. 

B. They have increased the Growers Incentive and Pool Risk several 
times to assist the Grower. 

C. There are two ways that the Grower may receive more money. 

l. Take part from the Pool Risk and add it to the extra charges and 
deduct from the Pool Risk to keep price the same. The danger 
here is if the Pool Risk gets too low the settlement can turn out in 
red ink. Who would pay this? 

2. Add to the price of seed. 
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WEETH 1S LETTER TO DIRECTORS 

READ AT ANNUAL MEETING JULY 26, 1961 



July 25, 1961 

California Planting Cotton Seed Distributors 
Board of Directors and Advisory Committee 

Gentlemen~ 

We have submitted to you by mail, what we believe to be a number of 
constructive recommendations that the Board should adopt in order to 
remove present iniquities and discrimination. 

We have mentioned in the report that we mailed to the Directors and 
advisors, that the co-operating growers have not been compensated for 
increased costs in the same manner that co-operators have. 

That is only part of the iniquities. According to the 58,354 acres 
planted last year of purpl~ tag, 15,462 acres were rejected or an 
average of 26.5%. Some co-operators lost as high as 64% of their 
acreage. Normally there is only one variety to contend with, so iBo­
lation is no problem, it is strictly a case of weeds, field appear­
ance or sprinkler irrigation. 

As a comparison, California Crop Improvement Association, under 
California St~te Laws of Seed Certification, inspected in excess of 
185,000 acres, (three times the acreage of cotton planting seed) of 
all v~rieties of-seed with a-multiple of problems varying from-mix­
tures, isolation, volunteers, weeds, field appearanee, disease, etc. 
and the highest rejection does not exceed 10 or 12%, which would 
be Sorghums or Sudan that are extremely bad about cross pollenating 
to less than 2 or 3% for various cereal grains. In other words, 
rejections on field inspection of cotton acreage for planting seed 
will run about 3 times as high as for seed certification. 

Even though this field inspection seems unduly severe, the cotton -
grower would not be entitled to complain if these same strict regu­
lations held true for all co-operators, but they do not. For example 
there is no requirement saying how high the purity must be. 

As a comparison, under c.c.I~A. Seed Certification, Alfalfa seed must 
be 85% germination or better, and 99.5% purity and better after all 
processing is completed. Under c.c.I.A. regulations, the end result 
is a much higher, more uniform quality of seed. 

It is our understanding that samples are drawn of cotton planting 
seed as it is saved. These samples are stored until the seed saving 
period is over. In due course of time an analysis is run on these 
samples, and that test is to represent the tonn~ge of planting seed 
that may be stored in bulk in sizeable tonnages; and later is delint­
ed, and in most cases graded, but not mandatory, also treated but not 
mandatory, maybe t wo or three treatments but no further testing as 
to germination or purity. In mechanical harvesting, often times some 
picking machines are -bad about cracking seed. If the seed is not 
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graded, then cracked, thin, or immature seed all goes in the planting 
seed bag, together. 

Inspection crews have been extremely tough on growers, but when the 
planting seed reaches the co-operator, then regulations become 
extremely laxo 

EXTRA GINNING COSTS 

These are based on the honor system and generally represent the 
maximum cost of doing a job. 8ince this program was not set up to 
operate on a competitive basis, it is gradually working in the direc­
tion of some war time government contracts of ncost plus", with the 
costs representing the most inefficient co-operator with the inde­
pendent grower on each end of the chain being clipped unnecessarily. 

NOT TO MAKE MONEY 

It has been preached many times that the co-operating planting seed 
grower is not supposed to make money on growing planting seed. He 
is supposed to get all of his advantages in the additional attributes 
of the newer strain of cotton. Sometimes it may be two or three years 
before those attributes are recognized by the mill trade in monetary 
advantages, and by that time all growers have the same advantage and 
the planting seed grower is growing still a newer strain that will 
have its dayo What is good for the Goose is good for the Gander. 

We are not presenting these facts just for the sake of argument, but 
in the interest of justice and in the preservation of this valuable 
public variety of cotton. There will always be enough natural unavoid­
able iniquities without injecting some that we now have, and they are 
becoming more and more apparent. 

To try and defend some of these publicly takes time, money, and effort, 
that could best be spent more constructivelyo 

RESEARCH 

For example, for a period of years now, sizeable contributions have 
been made annually to the Shafter Station for much needed equipment. 
Only those closest to this organization have been entirely aware of 
this expenditure. In most cases, these grants have been made by the 
Board of Directors from funds obtained on the sale of surplus seed. 
We are sure the great maj~rity of the growers would be whole-heartedly 
in favor of what was done, but they would like to feel they were part· 
of the acto Even though the grants were made from surplus seed sales, 
indirectly the grower paid the bill and should have been given credit 
for the donationo 
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A one page bulleti:a coulcl be printed for every Gin bulletin board, ­
stating the nature, need, and amount of the grant which would imme­
diately tie a grower's interest t o the Shafter Station, and his 
investment in the Acala 4-42. 

Thi53 year because of interest in Delta Pine nslicker Leaf 11 out of 
state sales of surplus 442 planting seed has dwindled to a small 
fraction of the former demand. 

Now without any fore warning, a direct charge of $10.00 per ton is 
assessed &gainst planting seed for Research. It becomes public in­
formation, riow, what indirectly growers have been paying for all 
along. 

A. LOCAL PLANTING SEED CASE 

In Otlr community, a small group of us growers were growing planting 
seed, and according to the District Manager of the Line Company, we 
were ginning with, figured at one time, we produced about·l/6 of all 
the green tag·planting seed. Today we do not produce any, and unless 
we are needed, we have no intentions of renewing the planting seed 
venture. 

We used to average from $ 5o50 to $6.50 per acre gross for the app­
roved cotton planting seed acreage. We always had the best of 
friendship and public relations with that Company. They paid off -­
according to the rules of California Planting Cotton Seed Distribu­
tors, so we had no reason to be unhappy with the Company. 

As grower restrictions-became tougher, and then when our sprinkler 
acreage was thrown out, that complicated the problem some moreo The 
Company even built another gin to take care of that acreage. We were 
finally forced down on planting seed acreage to the point where it 
became a nuisance to most of us and a hindrance to our normal opera­
tion. Furthermore, the additional revenue had dwindled to a point 
wh ere it made one mad instead of obtaining a small amount of satis­
faction or pleasure from the effort. 

Due to economic pressures, our next effort naturally started moving 
in the direction of getting more from the gin seed, which ultimately 
ended in seven of ·our group building a $300,000 Co-operative Gin. 

I have personally-been on both sides of the fence. ~uring the 
past seven months, our committee has swapped figures, and stories. 
It has·been very enlightening to say the least. -During the last two 
months, I have personally visited each of the Co-operative Gins 
that save planting seed. I personally have been growing and proces­
sing certified seeds of various kinds for 31 years, and have a size­
able plant of my own. In ten or fifteen minutes of observation of 
these various gins .that save planting seed, I knew most of their 
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problems and a great deal about the efficiency of these individual 
unit so 

While I did not visit Company plants, I do know from experience that 
where all the seed goes to central locations for delinting, grading, 
and treating, they will be more efficient than the small units that 
were built for local needs. 

Without giving away trade secrets, net returns on handling planting 
seed varied widely depending on the efficiency of the local unitso 
Those variations averaged from a little over $20.00 per ton net above 
the best patronage oil mill returns to a net of $60o00 per ton. 
These net returns are paid to grower members in terms of dividendso 
For an efficient co-operator there is definitely a great deal more 
money in planting seed than in mill seed, yes, even if you owned the 
most efficient oil millo 

\Vhen anyone says a planting seed grower is not supposed to make any 
money on growing planting seed, we wonder if a ra?pberry might not 
be in ordere 

Getting back to our original point where we recommended that the 
co-operating growers incentive payment should be adjusted upward 
commensurate with that of the co-operator which would give the grower 
approximately- $12.50 per ton above Gin Seed price instead of the 
present $7.50, we are being very conservativeo 

Furthermore, if greater caution is used in preventing padding of 
extra ginning costs, then the cost of higher more uniform quality 
planting seed can be made available to all growers at more reason­
able priceso 

Thank you, 

s/Waldo Weeth 



GERMINATION TESTS 

lo All germination tests are done by the State Seed Laboratory at 
Sacramentoo 

2o Fuzzy samples are taken at the gin from each growerVs lot. Then 
two composite samples are sent to the Stateo These run from SO% 
to 97% with purity of 99% on all samples o Varietal purity is 
99o9% and this is determined by the UoSoDoAo at Shafter. 

3o Mro Weeth 9 s report states there is no further testing for germi­
nation or purityo All delinted seed is tested in the same manner 
as the Fuzzy with the exception that in bulk seed a composite of­
lots is takeno These run from above SO% to as high as 99% germi ­
nation and purity is 99% or better. 

4o We label all seed SO% due to the fact that in dealing with so 
many Cooperators, if the average of one should show S5% and one 
95%, it would tend to have people demand the higher germination 
and still the other seed would be excellent s eed . 

We deliver no seed under SOfa . If any test is below SOfa a portion 
of the same sample is re-run or a new sample is taken. Purity 
is 99%. 

5. We have the full approval of the State Department in our seed 
work. 

Th ere is a dormant period in cotton seed when low or no germi­
nation is possible. For this reason we do not germinate seed 
when first ginned as no one knows when this period begins or 
ends. We do, however, run a few spot tests to see what is 
happening. 

Treating and Delinting 

Delinted samples are tested by the State Laboratory for germination. 

We are aware of the seed cracking in pickers. This was remedied at 
one time and we have reauested the University and U.S.D.A. engineers 
to make a further study this year. 

Field Inspections and Rejections 

Our inspections are impartial. They are strict but we feel they are 
just. Our regulations are approved by the U.S.D.A. and were approved 
too by the State Department of Agriculture when we produced eertified 
seed for twelve years. Our rejections run high in instances, for we 
have many growers who farm clean and therefore those that have weeds 
must clean up or be rejected to be fair to the others. 
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No one can argue the point that we can be more lenient with our 
inspections if we want to drop the standards that we have maintained 
for years. l_2m_sure no on e wants to do this. 

There is a great difference between crops as far as weeds are con­
cerned. It is just easier to clean low row crops than it is cotton. 

Extra Ginning Costs 

Waldo is on this committee. We send out each year to all Cooperators 
questionnaire giving last year's charges and asking the managers to 
give their actual costs for the past season. This table is presented 
to the committee, with Kenneth Frick as Chairman, together with an 
analysis of each item and where we know actual cost of an item, this 
is giveno As anyone should know, it is hard to break down labor costs 
for each item of operation and the human element enter s into this as 
none of us think alike. We have to assume that the managers are 
responsible people and we take their word for their operationo We 
cannot go in and audit each gin's books. 

When it is said that the profit runs from $20 to $60 per ton on 
planting seed, this gives a false impression. It is the manager's 
way of keeping books and his breakdown. $60 is out of the question 
as our extra charges are only about $47 if they have no expense at 
all. As Mr. Markarian said, these figures did include some other 
serviceso Delinting must be a part of that. 

In our contact with managers, some tell us they lose money on the 
seed program and cannot come up to some of the oil .mill seed return~ o 
This is another matter of bookkeepingo ; 

As I said at the meeting, in such a large program there are bound 
to be inequities and it has been felt that a gin should be permitted 
to make up a portion of the amount he would get for oil mill seed 
if he were to have the planting seed in his mill runa 

If we could cut $10 out of the extra charges, we would only be talk~ 
ing about 1/2¢ per lbo 

I have found no Cooperator who thinks the price should be loweredo 

Research 

When the Directors said in July, 1960, we should recommend to the 
Committee that they should include an amount for research in this 
year's price, we started to get this information out by word of 
mouth, by articles~ and on our seed price cards hanging at each gin 
since January or March this item has been for the growers to seea 
The problem of how to get people to absorb information confronts 
every organizationo Human nature being what it is, we cannot force 
people to remember or to read things. We can try to do bettero 
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Not To Make Monev 

This paragraph seems to me to be ambiguous and merely an observation. 

Reasons For Using Best Burlap 

Mr. Markarian, on July 26th, asked why we could not use 7~ oz. as 
in the early years; that he had never had any trouble with 7~ oz. 

We used 7~ oz. until it came to a point that there was too much 
breakage in storage and handling.- When a sack was dropped or stacked 
too high in storage it split open, which meant resacking and when -
spilled seed was scooped up, it was with dirt ana trasp. Naturally 
when a man received a sack, it was in good shape, but no one realized 
the cost in storage. 

A sack of delinted seed runs about 12¢ per pound, or $9.60 for 80 lbs. 
The difference between our good burlap and 7~ oz. is only 8¢ for a 
sack to hold 80 lbs. of seed. 

The package is something we can take pride in and the loss in storage 
is practically nill. 

It is simple for any of us to ask questions or to criticize if we do 
not know the background. This does not mean that we should not have 
criticism for it is good and brings out the reasons. 
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UNITED STATI!!S DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
AGIIUCULTURAL ~ ..WICK 

u. s. Cotton Pield Station 
Route 1, Box 17 

Shafter, California 

July 25 , 1961 

Seed Distributor Director• 
California Planting Cotton seed Diatributora. 
2201 .,. .. Street 
Bakersfield, California · 

Reqardinga .•• -9reaent.ec! fr~ waldo 

Gentlemen: 

eth'a 

After atudyi119 Mr. Weettb • a propoaala, here ia ay thinking on the 
varioua recommendation•: 

1) Thia firat recommendation is concerning poaaible iniquities 
with growers payment• veraea cooperator• paymenta. I am sure thia 
is not the intent of the organizations and if difference• are found 
I am sure the grower• payment can be adjuated. What muat be kept in 
mind in this regard ia the fact that the wrpoet of the Seed Organi­
zation is to multiply pure aeed aa efficiently aa poaaible with no 
intent that either the cooperators or pure seed growers make a pro­
fit , since cotton seed ia only a by-product in the cotton program 
and not to be looked upon in the same light aa pure seed production 
for such aa cor:n, grain crop• or alfalfa. 

2 and 3) Theae deal with the queation of aaving aeed from 
sprinkler irrigated fielda. Thia ia a t .. porary reatriction where 
the Diatributore· have follow.d .v.ry·cloeely the. reoQ .. IQdationa of 
the Pathology· Department at Davia and the Experiment Station at 
Shafter. Our thought waa that acme extra reatrictiona and hardships 
for a very few year• among the growers · and ginner• could eradicate 
this diaease ~ therefore would be much lea8 costly than engaging 
on a tt.e con~ng and perhaps an unr.varding breeding effort for 
obtaining blight reaiatance. ·The.,·mea.urea have really paid off. 
At the end of thia .. aaon it aay be that the•• reatrictiona can be 
either eltainated or minimized conaiderably. 

4 to 7) The•• deal with the manner of aacking, proceaaing and 
handling of pure aeed. !he itema preaented may need to be restudied 

• 

... ""'-............. 
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and perhapa greater efficiency may reault fraa aome ~ificationa. 
However , the organization .uat do everything poaaible to maintain 
the identity o~ White and purple tag .. ed aince we expect to continue 
giving tmprov.menta in the aeed releaaea frQm the atation • . 

8) Thia deal• with the queatiQn of how .uch reaerve aeed ia 
ju•tified. 'l?\i• haa been a very dif.fieult queation to an8Wer: If 
our organization ia willing to forget the potential aale of any aeed 
any year outatde of the San Joaquin Valley it aay be poaaible to re­
duce the total aeed aaved. On the other ·hand, the Hec! aavinq 
committee muat be aomeVhat of a •cry~~l ball ·9&&er• aa to the con­
•tantly changing government p~raaa affecting acreage and make aure 
•ufficient aeed of known "quality are aaved. 

'l'heae are -.:y only thought• on the propoae4 re=-ndationa at the 
preaent tt.e. If any findinga are broupt to light with theae or 
other recommendationa, I will be glad to atuc!y the feaaibility of auch 
•uggeationa in light of the aajor purpoaea of the breeding and •eed 
increaae progr~. !hie joint ~ndeavor betw.en the government and 
cotton induatry .baa for many yeara been a moat beneficial arrani~nt 
for the good of the grower• and all ph•••* of the cotton induatty 
through the t.xti.lea. Certainly none of ua· would care to jeopardize 

, the •ucceaa of auch a progr•~ ' Yet any-tiM iaprov-nta can be made 
we •boule! all gi~ · full canei&eration and atudy how to inatigate •uch 
improvementa. · · · 

JHT/bb 

cca Dr. Barbr · 
Dr. Love 
Dr ; AWrich 

-.·.• 

• 

• 

0 

.. 

'· 
Your a to Mrve, 

John B. !'UrDer · 
AqronaBiat~In-charge 

' , •• • l • 
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"D" 
Poolina Comparilon on Z Seed Price• aDd .s Tonny•• 

Extra Cbara•• 
$ 150.00 per toll 

58.60 
f 147.00 per ton 

58.60 
Averaa• OU M1U Price 
Orower'• IncentiYe • Pool R.lak 

5Z.S9 
39.01 

17,000 Toni 

17, 000 •old for plantina 
8, 000 •old for cru1hiq @ $SS 
Z, 000 1old to Relei'Ye@ $51 

Poo1iDs Price 
Extra Charge• with Re1earcb 
and Handling Char a• Pro- rated 

Cirower'• Incentive • PoollUek 

Grower 
Company 

18,000 Toni 

8.za 
.11 . 

18,000 •old for ~tJna · 
7' 000 •old for cru•ftins • $53 
2, 000 1old to Re••rv• 0 $51 

Pooling Price 
Extra Charge• with ReiMrch . 
and Handling Char a• Pl'o- rated 

Grower' 1 Incentive • Pool lll1k 

9.77 

$ ISO. 00 

$ z. 550, ooo. 00 
42.4,000.00 
102,ooo.oo •. s. 076, ooo. 00 

11S.9S 

104.88 
9.05 

9.05 

••e••• 

$ ' 2., 700, ooo. 00 
S7l,OOO.OO 
102.,~.00 

I s, 11s, ooc . 

117.52. 

~ 
""Tf.'1J 

Cirowel' 
Co.upany 2.~2.6 lZ.OS •••••• 

20 1 000 Ton• 
20, 000 toni IOld fol' · plaJltiDt $ s. 000, ooo. 00 

5, 000 •old for cru1hln1 0 $53 265,000.00 
2, 000 1old to lle1ena e $51 102.1 000.00 

·· I s, s61, ~o. oo. 

Pooling Price 124.70 
Extra Ol&rge1 wttb 1le1ea1'ch 
and HandU.n1 0.1'1• Pl'o- rated 106,82 

Cirower'• Incentive • Poo11Uik 17.ii 
Grower 12..69 
Company s. 19 17.88 

52..39 
S6.01 

• 147.00 

$ z. 499, ooo. 00 
42.4,000.00 
102.,000.00 

i s, 02.5, ooo. 00 

112.. 04 

104.88 
7~16 

.7.16 

---· 7.16 

$ z. 646,000,00 
371,000.00 

·1oz~. ooo. oo 
•. s, 119~ ooo. 00 

1.77 
1. 2.6 

liS. 52. 

105.49 
10.03 

10.03 

. $ z. 940, ooo. 00 
265,000.00 
102.000.00 

I J, so1, ooo. oo 

12.2..48 

106.82. 
15.66 

u. 58 
4.08 15.66 



COWPAilATIVE PIUCE FIOUl\1:1 
l!IS·M to 1960·61 "C" 

£xU:& Ciin•lnc • - . • • • • • 
Sacb. TwiM 10.10 9,·10 up.oo t-.oo .. •·• 1o.zo 1o,oo 
HauUna 11.10 11.10 11-.00 10.10 10 .• 00. 10,00 10.00 

. Stona• S,IO J.IO J.IO s.so ,~,. J.J5 J.15 
Intere1t '·'' s.71 s.zs s. ,. s.zs s.as s.6o 
Taxe• . 1,50 ·z.so z.11 z.H I.JO 1.10 1.50 
In•uance J,IO J,IO J.50 S.IO J.75 S.15 J,15 
R•••rch 

. 
•••• -·--· • ••• ..... ---· --·· ---· 

DbtribGtor•' . 
H&DdUna Cb&aie ~ . 4. 00. 4. 00 '4. 15 "· 1 I I. 00 6, 00 6, 00 a.as 4Lii. u.11 is.oo , 44.90 a. to . tf.1o 

t. 
' . .. ' . ~ . • 

.......... price ., 
. . 

~ '- I •..:.' .... 

cotton .... to 
a rower ....... , • IS. 9S 60.00 41. t6 oZ. II II. 09 a. 61 41. IS 

. , i 

Cirower'• IDcellltln 
• Pool IUak. .... Z611Z 16• , • . 11. 1! 17. II . ~~ 01 S5.65 Sl161 

. . .. . 
SEED PJUCI: •••• UI.00' 1JI ... ll9.00 IJJ,OO 111,00 111.00 111.00 

S.ecl Price • 196Ct•61: . . . 
\ 

. 

1960-
1961 
7.75 

10.65 
10.00 
s. 71 
s.to 
2. 50 
s. 15 

10,00 

6.50 
51.66 

5Z,J9 

S!,Ol 

1$0.00 

1, Ezbta 01..,., U. _. *•••• .. Zlf; ..... Md ~ 65f, laterMt 10~, 
Han'Una ~-!Of, OMnr'• IDcatlwe ... ~tool atak ts.M. . ,..__ . . ' . .. 

. . 
2. · R.ee~ltatalaiM ••a •ofi$10.00· ... ••••~ ... . 
3. Aftnae price paW 11'0Wer IDcnuecl $7.16 cwel' laet ye&l'. · 'l'hl• plu1 . 

lDcl'•••• 1n ..an coeee 1a h•..,'• P'•MJ• .... ud ...,., •• a ...... c~a 
item mabe a toealiM••••• of taa. 00 ol' $ • 011 pei ...... . . . . 

. . . 

. . 

t . ~ • 



CALIFOilNIA PLANTING COTTON SEED DISTIUBUTORS 
1960-61 EXTRA QIABGES CUESTIONNAIR.E . 

Dhtribator• • 
JIMclli .. eom.-. ..... !Ide~·- . ,._ • llulanDce Own• Total a.man. 

-
S.15 s.60 1.50 S.75 6.00 41.10 . 

8.00 11.00 10.00 s. "15 s.ao 2.50 S.15 6.00 .S.IO 
7. 5() 10.00 10.00 S.15 S.60 2.50 s.1s ~00 47.10 
7.50 . 10.35 10.00 .. 00 '·" 1.50 S.15 6.15 41.S1 
7.50 10.50 10.00 S.15 s.60 1.50 S.75 . 6.00 . 47.60 
7. 50 10.S6 10.00 ,_,5 . s.60 1.50 S.15 • -·6.oo 47 ... 
7.50 14.37 1o.oo s.1s '·" 2.59 S.15- 6.oo·. 51.41 
7.50 10.00 ·. 10.00 , .. ,5 S.60 1.50 .. s.t5 . 6.00. · 47.10 · o.~ 
a.oo. 1S.OO 10.00 S.15 S.60 2.60 S.15 6e00 . 50.10 
7.50 10.00 10.00 . S.15 3.60 2.50 s.1s 6.00 . 47.10 · 1959-60 flpne DttelactDZOJ 
7. 50 10.00 10.00 S.15 s.60 1.50 S.75 : . 6.00 . 47.10 ' 

10.00 10.00 s. 75 s.60 2.50 S.15 , - 6.00 - 41.10 . 7.50 . 
7.50 10.00 . 10.00 · S.15 S.60 1.50 S.15 6.00 41.10 
a.z5 10.S5 · 10.00 s. 75 . S.60 1.50 s. 75 · 6.00 iJ· • ti.IO 
7.50 10.00 10.00 1.75 ; J.60 1.50 s.t5 .6.00 47.10 
1.50 10.00 .. 10.00 S.15 . S.60 2.50 s •. 15 6.00 . 41.10 ~ •••a l'elllect Gal' e» 
7.50 10.00 . 10.00 - S.15 s.60 2.50 S.15 . 6.00 41.10 
7. 75 · 10.4S 10.00 S.'i5 S.27 a. sa 1.05 6.00 -M.n 
7.50 to.·oo 10.00 . 3.75 ' J.60 1.50 S.t5 6.00 47.10 .6atlde4 to ... .....;. -~ 

?.50 10.00 10.00 J.75 ., s.60 . 2.50 S.15 . 6.00 47.10 ofoetwao~e 7,50 10.00 c 10.00 . S.'t5 - s.60 2.75 s.1s 1.00 a.ss a.oo 10.00 10.00 .-.oo . s.60 2.75 4.00 6.00 48.S5 7. 50 10.00 • 10.00 S.75 s.60 2.50 S.75 . 6.00 47.10 7. 50 10.00 ' 10.00 S.7S S.60 2.50 S.15 . 6.00 . 47.10 7.50 lZ.OO 10.00 S.75 s.ao s.zo 3.75 6.00 50.00 8.00 10.00 10.00 
'· 75 s.60 z.so S.15 6.00 47.60 7.89 8.73 . 10.00 z.oo 3.60 Z.50 3.75 6.00 44.47 198.39 171.09 Z60.00 96.ZS 94.03 66.32 95.05 157.25 1,238.38 AYera~e: 

. 7.6 10.43 10.00 3.70 3. \)Z z.ss 3.66 6.05 47.63 
~ 
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